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Enhancing Our Stewardship of the Environment

The Laboratory placesa priority on simultaneously fulfilling our mission responsibilities
and our environmental stewar dship responsibilities. The overall goal of our stewardship
effortsisto minimize negative impacts and ensure a healthy environment. We monitor our
per formance to demonstr ate the fulfillment of these responsibilities. This annual environ-
mental report describesthe 2002 successes of our environmental stewar dship. The monitor-
ing infor mation focuses on operations. The monitoring program addresses changes from
baseline conditions before the Cerro Grande fire of 2000 and will aid in evaluating any
future impactsthe Laboratory may have, especially those resulting from contaminant
transport off-site.

The program involves a number of different organizationswithin the Laboratory, aswell as
coordination with outside or ganizations and agencies. The primary L aboratory organiza-
tionsinvolved arethe Meteorology and Air Quality Group (RRES-MAQ), the Water Qual-
ity and Hydrology Group (RRES-WQH), the Solid Waste Regulatory Compliance Group
(RRES-SWRC), the Ecology Group (RRES-ECO), and the Environmental Restoration
Project (RRES-RS).

The Risk Reduction and Environmental Stewardship (RRES) isincorporated to strengthen
the Laboratory’s commitment to managing the entirelife-cycle of nuclear materials from
generation to permanent disposal aswell as to under standing and safeguar ding the natural
environment on a local to global scale. Over the next two decades, billions of dollarswill be
invested globally in managing nuclear materials and waste, cleaning up the environment,
and protecting and restoring the natural environment. To this end, RRES has highlighted
the following strategic environmental science program thrust areas:

» Natural Resources Protection and Restor ation,

* Nuclear Waste and M aterials M anagement, and

» Repository Science.

Therole of thisnew division isto reduce therisk of current and historic Laboratory activi-
tiesto the public, workers, and the environment through natural and cultural resource
protection, pollution prevention, waste disposition, and remediation activities. The new
division will serve asthe steward of the Laboratory reservation by developing and imple-
menting integrated natural and cultural resource management.

Thisreport summarizesthe results of the ongoing routine environmental monitoring and
surveillance program, for which the Laboratory collects more than 12,000 environmental
samples each year from morethan 450 sampling stationsin and around the Labor atory.
In addition, we have summarized results from sampling for effects of the Cerro Grande
fire, especially wherethe fire hasresulted in alterations of trendsin environmental condi-
tions seen in past years. We will continue to follow the alter ationsresulting from the wild-
fire over the next few yearsto determine if conditionsreturn to pre-fire levels.

In the aftermath of the events of September 11, 2001, enhanced security actions by the
Department of Energy resulted in the removal of many environmental World Wide Web
pages from public access. At thiswriting, it isunknown how many pages these actions have
affected and when the pages will be accessible again to the general public. If you have diffi-
culty reaching the sitesreferenced in this document, please contact me, LarsF. Soholt,
Ph.D., at soholt@lanl.gov or 505/667-2256. We will make every attempt to get you the

infor mation that you desire.
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Preface

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos reports are prepared annually by the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(the Laboratory), Risk Reduction and Environmental Stewardship, as required by US Department of Energy
Order 5400.1, General Environmental Protection Program, and US Department of Energy Order 231.1,
Environment, Safety, and Health Reporting.

These annual reports summarize environmental data that are used to determine compliance with applicable
federal, state, and local environmental laws and regulations, executive orders, and departmental policies. Addi-
tional data, beyond the minimum required, are also gathered and reported as part of the Laboratory’s efforts to
ensure public safety and to monitor environmental quality at and near the Laboratory.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the Laboratory’s major environmental programs. Chapter 2 reports the
Laboratory’s compliance status for 2002. Chapter 3 provides a summary of the maximum radiological dose a
member of the public could have potentially received from Laboratory operations. The environmental data are
organized by environmental media (Chapter 4, air; Chapters 5 and 6, water; Chapter 7, soils; and Chapter 8,
foodstuffs and biota) in aformat to meet the needs of a general and scientific audience. A glossary and alist of
acronyms and abbreviations are in the back of the report. Appendix A explains the standards for environmental
contaminants, Appendix B explains the units of measurements used in this report, and Appendix C describes the
Laboratory’s technical areas and their associated programs.

WEe've also enclosed a disk with detailed tables of data from 2002.

Inquiries or comments regarding these annual reports may be directed to

US Department of Energy LosAlamos National L aboratory
Office of Facility Operations Risk Reduction & Environmental
528 35th Street or Stewar dship Division
LosAlamos, NM 87544 P.O. Box 1663, M S K491

LosAlamos, NM 87545

To obtain copies of the report, contact

LarsF. Soholt
LosAlamos National L aboratory
P.O. Box 1663, MSJ978
LosAlamos, NM 87545
Telephone: 505-667-2256
e-mail: soholt@anl.gov

Thisreport isalso available on the World Wide Web at
http://www.airquality.lanl.gov/pdf/ESR/LA-14085-ENV.pdf
and the supplemental data tables are available at
http://mww.airquality.lanl.gov/ESRI ndex.htm
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Table ES-1. Environmental Statutes under which LANL Operates

Federal Statute

What it Covers

Status

Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act
(RCRA)

Generation, management, and
disposal of hazardous waste and
cleanup of inactive, historical
waste sites

The Laboratory is operating under an extension of the previous
permit while seeking to renew its RCRA permit. The state
issued a compliance order requiring extensive site investigation

and monitoring. Negotiations are continuing in both of these issues.

Two other compliance orders were resolved in 2003.

Emergency Planning
and Community Right
to Know Act (EPCRA)

The public’s right to know about
chemicals released into the
community

As required, the Laboratory reported releases and disposal
totaling 9,913 Ib of lead and 183 b of mercury.

Clean Air Act (CAA)

Air quality and emissions into the
air from facility operations

The Laboratory met all limits for emissions to the air. Nitrogen

oxide emissions declined by 30% facility-wide from 2001. The dose

to the Maximum Exposed Individual (MEI) from LANL air
emissions was 1.69 mrem, much less than the annual limit of
10 mrem. The principal contributor to the dose was the

Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE). Independent
auditors found LANL fully compliant with radiological air
emissions requirements.

Clean Water Act
(CWA)

Water quality and liquid
discharges to US waters

Discharges met requirements in 100% of samples from sanitary
effluent outfalls, 99.8% of samples from industrial effluent
outfalls, and 100% of water quality parameter samples at both
types of outfalls.

Safe Drinking Water
Act (SDWA)

Drinking water supplies

Los Alamos County provides the Laboratory’s drinking water
supply. During 2002, drinking water met all limits for
chemicals, radiological materials, and bacteria.

Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA)

Chemicals such as
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)

The Laboratory disposed of 380 kg of capacitors, more than
2,400 kg of PCB-containing liquids, and 4,100 kg of fluorescent
light ballasts in off-site, EPA-permitted treatment and disposal
facilities.

Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and

Storage and use of pesticides

The Laboratory’s storage and use of pesticides remained in
compliance with regulatory requirements.

Rodenticide Act

(FIFRA)

Endangered Species Act | Rare species of plants and The biology team reviewed more than 2,000 new projects to
(ESA) animals ensure the protection of threatened and endangered species on

Laboratory lands.

National Historic
Preservation Act
(NHPA) and others

Cultural resources

The Laboratory’s cultural resources team evaluated more than
1,000 new actions to ensure compliance and identified 297
archaeological sites and 75 historical buildings on DOE land.

National Environment
Policy Act

Consideration of potential
environmental impacts in
deciding on new operations

In 2002, LANL personnel conducted 68 reviews of proposed
projects to ensure compliance; NNSA issued 8 findings of no
significant impact (FONSIs).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LosAlamos National Laboratory (LANL or the Laboratory) is
managed by the University of California under a contract ad-
ministered by the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) of the Department of Energy (DOE). Thisreport (1)
presents environmental data and analyses that characterize
performance in 2002 and (2) addresses compliance with envi-
ronmental regulations. Using comparisons with standards and
regulations, this report concludes that the environmental ef-
fects from Laboratory operations are small and do not pose a
threat to human health or the environment.

Environmental Compliance at L osAlamosin 2002
(See Chapter 2.)

Many activitiesat LANL use or produce materials that are ra-
dioactive or otherwise hazardous. Laboratory policy imple-
ments DOE requirements by directing employees to protect
the environment and meet compliance requirements of appli-
cable state and federal environmental-protection regulations.
Federal and state regulations provide
specific requirements and standards to
implement these statutes and maintain
environmental qualities. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED) are the principal administrative
authorities for these laws. The DOE and
its contractors are al so subject to the
energy department’s requirements for
control of radionuclides. Table ES-1
presents a summary of the Laboratory’s
statusin regard to environmental statutes
and regulations.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Table ES-2. Where are the Sources of Radiological Doses?

Pathway Dose Location Trends
Air 1.7 mrem/yr East Gate None; remains well below
regulatory limits
Direct Irradiation 1 mrem/yr Technical Area (TA)-18, | None
Pajarito Road
Food <0.1 mrem/yr All sites None
Drinking Water <0.1 mrem/yr All sites None
Background 300 to 500 mrem/yr All Sites N/A
Dose to wildlife <0.1 rad/day All sites None
Table ES-3. Where Can We See LANL Impacts on Air (AIRNET)?
Radionuclide On Site Off Site Off-Site Significance
(% of the EPA Standard)
Tritium Yes, found in most Yes, measurable at many perimeter 1%
samplers samples
Gross alpha beta Yes, found in 1997 and No Not applicable
2002 at Area G from
transuranic releases
Uranium Yes, increasing number | Yes, increased frequency of depleted | Less than 1%
of locations found with uranium found at perimeter locations
measurable depleted after the Cerro Grande fire
transuranic uranium
Americium and Yes, found mostly at Yes, found in 2002 first quarter in 2%
plutonium TA-21 and Area G White Rock; plutonium-239 found
near TA-1 and occasionally at other
perimeter samplers
Beryllium Yes, short-term No, off-site concentrations all No standard
concentrations above appeared to be natural beryllium,
background not Laboratory-caused.
Volatile organic No, on-site No, off-site measurements No standard
compounds and measurements comparable to background
other metals comparable to levels
background levels.
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Environmental Radiological Dose Assessment (See Chapter 3.)
Table ES-2 shows the sources and locations of radiological doses.

We calculated potential radiological doses to members of the public that resulted from LANL emissions. During
2002, the population within 80 km of LANL received a collective dose of 1.4 person-rem. The maximum off-site
radiation dose to a member of the public was at East Gate and was 1.7 mrem. These values are similar to previous
ones from recent years. Background radiological dosesin this area range from about 300 to 500 mrem/yr. No
health effects are expected from doses attributabl e to L aboratory emissions. Cal culated doses to nonhuman biota
remained below DOE established limits for aguatic and terrestrial systems.

Air Surveillance (See Chapter 4.)

Ambient Air Sampling

The radiological air-sampling network, referred to asAIRNET, measures environmental levels of airborne radionu-
clides that may be released from Laboratory operations. These radionuclides include plutonium, americium, ura-
nium, and tritium. Ambient concentrations during 2002 were generally comparable to concentrations in 2001.
Measurable concentrations of tritium were found at most on-site locations and at off-site locations near the
perimeter of the Laboratory. Plutonium and americium were occasionally found on site, primarily near decontami-
nation and decommissioning operations and at Technical Area (TA)-54, Area G, the Laboratory’s low-level radio-
active waste disposal site. Low concentrations of americium and plutonium were also detected in several perimeter
samples. Depleted uranium was detected on site and near the perimeter of the Laboratory. Concentrations at no
off-site location exceeded more than several percent of the EPA public dose limit. No detectable concentrations of
any radionuclides attributable to LANL were detected at regional samplersin Santa Fe, Espariola, or EI Rancho.

Three significant investigations took place in 2002 and revealed the following.

* The number of samples with depleted uranium has increased since the Cerro Grande fire—a catastropic
wildfire that burned almost 50,000 acres within and around LANL— at both on-site and perimeter samplers.

® Tritium emissionsincreased at TA-21 because decontamination and decommissioning (D& D) activities
caused measurable increases in tritium in the eastern part of the Los Alamos town site.

* A soil-screening operation at TA-54 resuspended plutonium and americium contamination that caused
measurable first-quarter concentrations at Area G and in White Rock.

Three nonradioactive air-monitoring stations were operated during 2002 to evaluate air concentrations of metals,
volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter. The monitoring stations were designed and |ocated to establish
background levels of constituents/pollutants in the surrounding communities and, if possible, to determine any
Laboratory impacts. The metals data were consistent with expected values that would occur because of the
resuspension of local soils. Volatile organic compound data were consistent with those taken in 2001. Total sus-
pended-parti culate-matter measurements were consistent with historical measurements. Correlations with wind
speed and large-scale regional events (e.g., forest fires) could be readily observed.

Quarterly concentrations of beryllium were similar to those of 2001. Concentrations were consistent with values
expected because of resuspension of naturally occurring beryllium in soils. The dustiest |ocations—the Los
Alamos County Landfill, Jemez Pueblo, and TA-54—had the highest measured concentrations. Special short-term
beryllium samples were taken to monitor several test shots with high explosives (HES). A few on-site air samples
contained elevated beryllium and uranium, based on comparisons with average air concentrations measured on
non-test-shot days. Table ES-3 shows locations where radionuclides from LANL impacted the air.
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ble ES-4. Where Can W‘G‘Se:Ml Stack Emissions into the Air?

Radionuclide Maximum Off-site Emission Trend
Impact (Location)
Tritium 0.03 mrem (airport) None
Uranium, plutoniun, americium <0.01 mrem (all) None
Carbon-11, oxygen-15, nitrogen-13, 1.7 mrem (East Gate) Decreasing
argon-41 (LANSCE emissions)
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M eteorology

LosAlamos weather for 2002 continued a 5-year trend of warm
temperatures and a dryer-than-normal climate. The average annual
temperature in 2002 of 49.3°F exceeded the normal annual average
of 48.2°F by 1.1 degree. The total precipitation in 2002 of 11.7 in.
was 62% of normal (18.95 in.). The current drought is similar in
severity to droughts during the late 1930s, early-to-mid 1950s, and
late 1970s.

Air Emissions

Emissions from tritium-handling facilities in 2002 were relatively
consistent with emissions from 1998 through 2000. Tritium emis-
sions were much lower in 2002 than in 2001, because of asingle
unplanned release in January 2001. Emissions from plutonium and
uranium isotopes have remained approximately the same since
2000. Emissions from LANSCE were somewhat reduced from
2001 levels during 2002 because of the installation of adelay

line system.

No air releases occurred during 2002 that required reporting to the
National Response Center. Table ES-4 presents the locations of
stack-emission sampling.

Direct Penetrating Radiation

During 2002, measurements of direct penetrating radiation at most
LANL locations were similar to 2001 measured values. The public
doseis <1 mrem/yr. Highest doses were measured at |ocations on
Pgjarito Road adjacent to Pajarito Laboratory (TA-18) and on site
at the Waste Disposal Site (TA-54), Area G. M easurements showed
that at some TA-54, Area G, locations, radiation levels were up to
25% higher because of an increase in radioactive waste awaiting
shipment to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP); but the average
doserate at Area G has not changed significantly.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002 XXVil



Table ES-5. Where Can We See LANL Impacts on Groundwater?

Chemical On Site Off Site Significance Trends
Tritium Near MCLs in alluvial and No Not used as a drinking Decreasing as
intermediate groundwater because water supply effluent quality
of LANL discharges into improves
Mortandad Canyon
Other Above DOE and EPA drinking No Not used as a drinking Some constituents
radionuclides water limits because of LANL water supply; are fixed in
discharges to alluvial water in radionuclides have not location; some
DP, Los Alamos, and Mortandad penetrated to deeper decreasing as
canyons groundwater effluent quality
increases
Perchlorate In alluvial and intermediate Yes, in No established Decreasing in
groundwater of Mortandad Pueblo regulatory standard; Mortandad
Canyon; possible detection in Canyon values exceed Canyon alluvial
regional aquifer in Mortandad provisional risk level groundwater as
Canyon; found in regional aquifer in alluvial groundwater effluent quality
in Pueblo Canyon and are near them in improves;
deeper groundwater insufficient data
for other
groundwater
Nitrate In alluvial and intermediate Yes, in Potential effect on Alluvial
groundwater and regional aquifer Pueblo drinking water, but groundwater
in Pueblo and Mortandad canyons Canyon levels currently below levels in
MCLs; likely non- Mortandad
LANL source in Pueblo Canyon
Canyon decreasing as
effluent quality
improves
High explosives | In alluvial, intermediate, and No Presence in regional Insufficient data
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possibly regional groundwater in
the southwestern part of LANL

aquifer uncertain
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Groundwater Monitoring (See Chapter 5.)

Table ES-5 shows a summary of LANL impacts on groundwater.

Groundwater at the Laboratory occurs as aregional aquifer at
depths ranging from 600 to 1200 ft and as perched groundwater of
limited thickness and horizontal extent, either in canyon alluvium
or at intermediate depths of afew hundred feet. In some canyons,

5 decades of liquid-effluent disposal by LANL have degraded
groundwater quality in the alluvium. Because flow through the
underlying approximately 900-ft-thick zone of unsaturated rock is
slow, the impact of effluent disposal is seen to alesser degreein in-
termediate-depth perched groundwater and is seen in some samples
from the regional aquifer. All water produced by the Los Alamos
County water supply system comes from the regional aquifer and
meets federal and state drinking water standards. No drinking water
is supplied from the alluvial and intermediate aguifers.

Elevated alluvial-groundwater concentrations of strontium-90, plu-
tonium, americium, tritium, nitrate, perchlorate, HES, barium, and
molybdenum in recent years have approached or exceeded drinking
water standards or risk-base drinking water levelsin afew locations
and over alimited area on site. Similarly, intermediate groundwater
concentrations of HEs, chlorinated solvents, tritium, perchlorate,
and nitrate levels exceed or approach drinking water standards or
risk-based drinking water levelsin afew locations on site. There-
gional aquifer shows traces of tritium, nitrate, and perchlorate that
are below drinking water risk levels. A former supply well in Pueblo
Canyon shows tritium at 1/500th of the drinking water Maximum
Contaminant Level (MCL) established by the EPA, nitrate at about
three times background or 1/10th of the MCL, and perchlorate,
which has no standard, at possibly 2 parts per billion (ppb).

Oneregiona aquifer well (R-25) may show HEs and chlorinated
solvents near drinking water risk levels, but the results appear to be
caused by well construction problems rather than indicating re-
gional aquifer contamination. Thus, the HEs and solvents at R-25
are probably restricted to the perched zone that lies at the 750-ft
depth and have not reached the regional aguifer.

LANL has shut off or significantly improved the water quality of
most liquid effluent discharges (High-Explosive Wastewater Treat-
ment Facility [HEWTF], Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facil-
ity [RLWTF]); and, with some exceptions (strontium-90), water
quality in shallow groundwater has improved rapidly as aresult of
these Laboratory actions. In one example, the RLWTF has sharply
reduced tritium activity in its discharge since 2000 to below

20,000 picocuries per liter (pCi/L), with a corresponding decrease
in tritium in the alluvial groundwater since then.
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Table ES-6. Where Can We See LANL Impacts on Surface Water and Sediments?

XXX

Chemical On Site Off Site Significance Trends
Radionuclides Higher than background in Yes, in Los Alamos/ Sediments below health Increased
sediments because of LANL Pueblo canyons; concern; elevated radionuclides transport in
contributions in Pueblo, Los slightly elevated a short distance in Mortandad Pueblo Canyon
Alamos, and Mortandad in the Rio Grande Canyon but exposure potential in response to
canyons and Cochiti is limited post-fire
Reservoir flooding
Higher than backgound in Yes, in Los Alamos/ | Minimal exposure potential Flows in Pueblo
runoff in Pueblo and Los Pueblo canyons because events are sporadic Canyon occurring
Alamos canyons because more often
of LANL contributions after fire
Polychlorinated | Detected in sediment in Yes, particularly in Minimal exposure potential; None
biphenyls nearly every canyon the Los Alamos/ may accumulate in Rio Grande
(PCBs) Pueblo canyons fish; findings include non-
Laboratory and Laboratory sources.
Detected occasionally in No None
Sandia Canyon runoff
High explosive Detections above background | No Minimal potential for exposure None
residues in Cafion de Valle and Water
Canyon runoff (likely in
water only)
Polycyclic Detections near or above Yes, in Pueblo/ Origins uncertain; probably None
aromatic applicable risk-based Los Alamos multiple source
hydrocarbons screening levels in Sandia canyons
(PAHs) and Mortandad canyons
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Water shed Monitoring (See Chapter 6.)

Table ES-6 shows the locations of LANL-impacted surface water and sediments.

Watersheds that drain the Laboratory are dry for most of the year. No perennial surface
water extends completely across the Laboratory in any canyon. Storm runoff occasion-
aly extends across the Laboratory but is short-lived. Wildlife drink from the stream
channels when water is present.

LANL activities have caused contamination of sedimentsin severa canyons, mainly
because of industrial effluent discharges. These discharges and contaminated sediments
a so affect the quality of storm runoff, which carries much of this sediment for short
periods of intense flow. In some cases, sediment contamination lingers from L aboratory
operations conducted more than 50 years ago.

Sediment radioactivity levels are above fallout background but substantially lower than
screening action levels (SALS) in Los Alamos and Pueblo canyons. Cesium-137in
Mortandad Canyon sediments are at €l evated levelsin an approximately 1.5-mile-long
reach on site and some samples exceed industrial-site screening levels. Plutonium-239,
-240 in sediments extend off site down Los Alamaos Canyon into the Rio Grande; but lev-
elsremain well below the screening levels for unrestricted use of theland. PCBs are
present in sedimentsin the northernmost watercourses that drain the Laboratory and are
at concentrations below EPA industrial soil-screening levelsin Sandia Canyon sedi-
ments, where the highest levels occur. Channel sedimentsin Pueblo, LosAlamos,
Sandia, and Mortandad canyons contain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS) of
uncertain origin with maximum concentrations near or above applicable EPA soil-
screening levels.

After the Cerro Grande fire, runoff volumes that |eave the downstream boundary of
LANL have increased by 2 to 4 times, and peak flows have increased by 10 to 100 times.
There are signs that watersheds are recovering from the fire, but storm runoff in Pueblo
Canyon remains very dynamic. Several large runoff events from Pueblo Canyon in 2002
carried contaminated sediments downstream directly into the Rio Grande. The overall
pattern of radioactivity in channel sediments, such as along lower L os Alamos Canyon,
has not greatly changed. Radioactivity in bottom sedimentsin Cochiti Reservoir have
increased slightly but remain well below health-based screening levels.

Individual storm runoff eventsin Pueblo Canyon sometimes contained elevated pluto-
nium-239,-240 |levels. However, the average concentration on an annual basis is approxi-
mately 5% of the 100-mrem DOE Derived Concentration Guideline (DCG) for public
exposure. All samples of base flow (persistent surface waters) collected near the Labora-
tory or from the Rio Grande in 2002 met the New Mexico stream standards for livestock-
watering or wildlife habitat. A small number of the short-lived storm-runoff events
contained concentrations of some metals, gross alpha, PCBs, and HES above the state
standards or above background levels. Several LosAlamos area watersheds were re-
cently added to the State of New Mexico’'s water-quality-impaired list for gross alpha
activity and total selenium concentrations. Our review indicates that these high values
appear to be related to high natural sediment concentrationsin the runoff samples, rather
than caused by Laboratory operations. The dissolved concentrations of barium, copper,
zinc, and chromium exceed state acute wildlife habitat standards in some samples.
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Table ES-7. Where Can We See LANL Impacts on Mesa-Top Soils?




Soil Monitoring (See Chapter 7.)

Table ES-7 shows Laboratory impacts on mesa-top soils.

The soils-monitoring team collected soil surface samples within and around the perimeter
of the Laboratory to help determine the impacts of Laboratory operations on human health
and the environment. We compared these samples to soil samples collected from regional
(background) areas located a great distance away to the north, south, and southwest of the
Laboratory. Also, we compared these samples, which represent the third collection after the
Cerro Grande fire, with samples collected before thefire.

The mean concentrations (using detectable and nondetectable values) of tritium; uranium;
plutonium-238; plutonium-239,-240; and americium-241 in soils collected from LANL and
perimeter areas were statistically higher (a = 0.05) than the mean concentrations of these
radionuclidesin soils collected from regional areas, primarily caused by increasing levels
of fallout at higher elevations. Only tritium and plutonium-239,-240 were attributable to
Laboratory operations. Although these radionuclides were statistically higher than regional
areas, the concentrations in soils from individual sites within and around the perimeter of
LANL were still very low (pCi/g dry range) and were far below screening levels. There-
fore, the concentrations and distributions of tritium and plutonium-239,-240, in soils from
LANL and perimeter sites are of no significant health concern.

Samples of radionuclides taken after the Cerro Grande fire show that, with the exception of
tritium, most concentrations in soils collected from perimeter and LANL areas after the fire
were statistically similar to soils collected before the fire. The higher tritium levels were
attributed to Laboratory operations and were not aresult of the fire. The mean concentra-
tions of beryllium, mercury, and lead in soils collected from on-site areas were statistically
(o =0.05) higher than concentrations from regional soils. However, the differences be-
tween the two sites were very small; and the amounts were still within upper-level regional
concentrations and far below applicable EPA screening levels. Moreover, all of the metals
analyzed in soils collected from perimeter and on-site areas after the Cerro Grande fire
were statistically similar to soils collected before the fire.

The facility-monitoring program included collection of soils within and around the perim-
eter of Area G and the Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrotest Facility (DARHT), the
Laboratory’s primary explosive test site. Results of soil-sampling at Area G show that tri-
tium; plutonium-238; plutonium-239,-240; and americium-241 concentrations were signifi-
cantly higher than in regional areas. One area (southwestern corner of AreaG), in
particular, exceeded the tritium-screening levels and showed increasing concentrations over
time. Results of soil- and sediment-sampling at DARHT showed that most radionuclides
and nonradionuclides were within baseline statistical reference levels developed as part of
the preoperational baseline study.

In a soil-and-lichen study in the Valles Caldera, both media showed no discernable trend of
higher-to-lower concentrations of most radionuclides with distance from LANL.

A specia study showed that trace amounts of total PCBs measured in soil appear to be
mostly from background global atmospheric sources.
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Table ES-8. Where Can We See LANL Impacts on Foodstuffs?

Media Chemical On Site Off Site Significance Trends
Produce Tritium Slightly higher than Yes, in a few Dose None
background areas on the <0.1 mrem/yr;
perimeter no health risk
of LANL
Produce Other radionuclides | Indistinguishable No Dose None
from background <0.1 mrem/yr;
no health risk
Produce, milk, Metals Few detections No No health risk None
honey
Fish Polychlorinated Not applicable (N/A) | Mixed results Cannot distinguish| None
biphenyls LANL
contributions
Fish Radionuclides, N/A No Dose None
metals <0.1 mrem/yr;
no health risk
Vegetation Tritium Higher than No Below DOE dose None
background, limits for
especially at terrestrial plants
Area G
Vegetation Other radionuclides | Indistinguishable No Below DOE dose None
from background limits for
terrestrial plants
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Foodstuffs and Biota M onitoring (See Chapter 8.)

Table ES-8 presents a summary of Laboratory impacts on foodstuffs.

The foodstuffs-monitoring team collected foodstuff and non-foodstuff biota within and
near LANL property to help determine the impacts of Laboratory operations on human
health, through the food chain, and to the environment. Also, we collected non-foodstuff
biotaat AreaG and at DARHT.

Produce, milk, and honey were analyzed for radionuclides and metals; and the fish were
analyzed for radionuclides, metals, and PCBs. Findings included the following.

* The concentrations of most radionuclides and metalsin areas analyzed
were indistinguishable from worldwide fallout and/or natural sources.

® Tritium concentrations in produce and honey from perimeter
areas were higher than such concentrationsin regional aress,
but the differences were very small.

* No increase occurred in contaminants in produce, milk, and
honey as aresult of the Cerro Grandefire.

® The concentrations of mercury in fish collected downstream
of LANL in the Rio Grande and Cochiti reservoir were
similar to concentrations upstream of LANL.

e The analytical resultsfor PCBsin fish were mixed: catfish contained
higher PCBs upstream than downstream and carp contained higher PCBs
downstream than upstream. Our analysis does not indicate a distinct
contribution of PCBsfrom LANL.

Non-foodstuff biota test results from on-site locations show that most radionuclides,
with the exception of tritium, were similar to regional areas. Tritium in vegetation from
on-site areas was significantly higher than in regional areas. These results are similar to
past years and agree with the tritium concentrations in soil from on-site areas. As noted
previoudly, these results remain well below levels that would
exceed limits for the protection of nonhuman biota.

At Area G, most radionuclides, with the exception of tritium and
plutonium-239,-240, in vegetation, bees, and small mammals
were within upper-level regional concentrations. Tritium and plu-
tonium-239,-240 were both significantly higher in vegetation,
bees, and small mammals from both on-site and off-site areas
surrounding Area G.

These data are similar to findings of past years and the radionuclide concentrationsin
biota are not increasing over time. At DARHT, all radionuclides, with the exception
of tritium, and metalsin vegetation, bees, and small mammals were within baseline
statistical reference levels (BSRLS). All radionuclides and metalsin birds at DARHT
were within BSRLSs.
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1. Introduction

A. Laboratory Overview

1. Introduction to L os Alamos National
Laboratory

In March 1943, asmall group of scientists came to
LosAlamos for Project Y of the Manhattan Project.
Their goal was to develop the world’s first nuclear
weapon. Although planners originally expected that the
task would require only 100 scientists, by 1945, when
the first nuclear bomb was tested at Trinity Sitein
southern New Mexico, more than 3,000 civilian and
military personnel were working at Los Alamos L abo-
ratory. In 1947, Los Alamos L aboratory became Los
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, which in turn became
LosAlamos National Laboratory (LANL or the Labo-
ratory) in 1981. The Laboratory is managed by the
Regents of the University of California (UC) under a
contract that is administered by the National Nuclear
Security Administration (NNSA) of the Department of
Energy (DOE) through the Los Alamos Area Office
(LAAO) and the Albuquerque Operations Office.

The Laboratory’s original mission to design,
develop, and test nuclear weapons has broadened and
evolved as technologies, US priorities, and the world
community have changed. Los Alamos National
Laboratory enhances global security by

» ensuring the safety and reliability of the US
nuclear deterrent;

* reducing the global threat of weapons of mass
destruction; and

 solving national problemsin energy, infrastruc-
ture, and health security (LANL 2001a).

In the “ Strategic Plan (2001-2006),” Los Alamos
National Laboratory personnel explain LANL's vision
and role as follows: “We serve the nation by applying
the best science and technology to make the world a
better and safer place. . . . Inseparable from its com-
mitment to excellence in science and technology is
LANL’s commitment to completing al endeavorsin a
safe, secure, and cost-effective manner” (LANL
2001b).

2. Geogr aphic Setting

The Laboratory and the associated residential and
commercial areas of Los Alamos and White Rock are
located in Los Alamos County, in north-central New
Mexico, approximately 60 miles north-northeast of
Albuguergue and 25 miles northwest of Santa Fe
(Figure 1-1). The 40-square-mile Laboratory is situated
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on the Pgjarito Plateau, which consists of a series of
finger-like mesas separated by deep east-to-west-
oriented canyons cut by streams. Mesa tops range in
elevation from approximately 7,800 ft on the flanks of
the Jemez Mountains to about 6,200 ft above the Rio
Grande Canyon. Most Laboratory and community
developments are confined to the mesa tops. The
surrounding land is largely undeveloped; and large
tracts of land north, west, and south of the Laboratory
site are held by the Santa Fe National Forest, the US
Bureau of Land Management, the Bandelier National
Monument, the US General Services Administration,
and the Los Alamos County. San Ildefonso Pueblo
borders the Laboratory to the east.

The Laboratory is divided into technical areas (TAS)
that are used for building sites, experimental areas,
support facilities, roads, and utility rights-of-way. (See
Appendix C and Figure 1-2.) However, these uses
account for only asmall part of the total land areg;
much land provides buffer areas for security and safety
and is held in reserve for future use.

3. Geology and Hydrology

The Laboratory lies at the western boundary of the
Rio Grande Rift, amajor North American tectonic
feature. Three major local faults constitute the modern
rift boundary, and each is potentially seismogenic.
Recent studies indicate that the seismic surface rupture
hazard associated with these faultsislocalized
(Gardner et al. 1999). Most of the finger-like mesasin
the Los Alamos area (Figure 1-3) are formed from
Bandelier Tuff, which includes ash fall, ash fall pumice,
and rhyolite tuff. Deposited by major eruptionsin the
Jemez Mountains' volcanic center 1.2—1.6 million years
ago, the tuff is more than 1,000 ft thick in the western
part of the plateau and thins to about 260 ft eastward
above the Rio Grande.

On the western part of the Pajarito Plateau, the
Bandelier Tuff overlaps onto the Tschicoma Formation,
which consists of older volcanics that form the Jemez
Mountains. The tuff is underlain by the conglomerate of
the Puye Formation in the central plateau and near the
Rio Grande. The Cerros del Rio Basalts interfinger with
the conglomerate along the river. These formations
overlie the sediments of the Santa Fe Group, which
extend across the Rio Grande Valley and are more than
3,300 ft thick.

Surface water in the Los Alamos area occurs
primarily as short-lived or intermittent reaches of
streams. Perennial springs on the flanks of the Jemez
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Mountains supply base flow into the upper reaches of
some canyons, but the volume is insufficient to maintain
surface flows across the Laboratory site before the
water is depleted by evaporation, transpiration, and
infiltration.

Groundwater in the Los Alamos area occurs in three
modes:. (1) water in shallow aluvium in canyons, (2)
perched water (abody of groundwater above aless
permeable layer that is separated from the underlying
main body of groundwater by an unsaturated zone), and
(3) the regional aquifer of the Los Alamos area, which is
the only aquifer in the area capable of serving as a mu-
nicipal water supply. Water in the regional aquifer isin
artesian conditions under the eastern part of the Pgjarito
Plateau near the Rio Grande (Purtymun and Johansen
1974). The source of most recharge to the aquifer ap-
pears to be infiltration of precipitation that falls on the
Jemez Mountains. The regional aquifer discharges into
the Rio Grande through springs in White Rock Canyon.
The 11.5-mile reach of the river in White Rock Canyon,
between Otowi Bridge and the mouth of Rito delos
Frijoles, receives an estimated 4,300-5,500 acre-feet of
water annually from the aquifer.

4. Biology and Cultural Resources

The Pgjarito Plateau is a biologically diverse and
archaeologically rich area. This diversity isillustrated
by the presence of more than 900 species of plants;

57 species of mammals; 200 species of birds, including
112 species known to breed in Los Alamos County;

28 species of reptiles; 9 species of amphibians; over
1,200 species of arthropods; and 12 species of fish
(primarily found in the Rio Grande, Cochiti Reservair,
and the Rito de los Frijoles). No fish species have been
found within LANL boundaries. Roughly 20 of these
plant and animal species are designated as threatened
species, endangered species, or species of concern at the
federal and/or state level.

Approximately 80% of DOE land in Los Alamos
County has been surveyed for prehistoric and historic
cultural resources, and more than 1800 sites have been
recorded. More than 85% of the ruins date from the 14th
and 15th centuries. Most of the sites are found in the
pifion-juniper vegetation zone, with 80% lying between
5,800 and 7,100°ft. Almost three-quarters of all ruins are
found on mesa tops. Buildings and structures from the
Manhattan Project and the early Cold War period
(1943-1963) are being evaluated for eligibility for list-
ing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

B. Management of Environment, Safety, and Health

1. Integrated Safety M anagement

Throughout the Laboratory, the goal of Integrated
Safety Management (ISM) is the systematic integration
of environment, safety, and health (ES&H) consider-
ationsinto work practices at all levels. The term
“integrated” indicates that the safety management
system is anormal and natural element in performing
the work. Safety and environmental responsibility
involve every worker. Management of ES& H functions
and activitiesis an integral, visible part of the
Laboratory’s work-planning and work-executing
processes.

The Laboratory is committed to achieving
excellence in environmental, safety, health, and
security performance. Then Laboratory Director
John C. Browne said in 1999, “We will never compro-
mise safety or security for programmatic or operational
needs.” Having zero environmental incidents means
(1) complying with all applicable environmental laws
and regulations; (2) adopting practicable proactive
approaches to achieve environmental excellence
(minimizing waste generation, wastewater discharges,
air emissions, ecological impacts, cultural impacts,
etc.); (3) preventing unnecessary adverse environmen-
tal impacts; and (4) enhancing environmental protec-
tion (LANL 1999).

2. Risk Reduction and Environmental
Stewar dship Division

The Risk Reduction and Environmental Stewardship
(RRES) Division is primarily a Laboratory support
organization that provides a broad range of technical
expertise and assistance in areas such as environmental
protection, pollution prevention, National Environmen-
tal Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, wildfire protec-
tion, and natural and cultural resources management.
RRES Division isin charge of performing environmen-
tal monitoring, surveillance, and compliance activities
to help ensure that Laboratory operations do not
adversely affect human health and safety or the
environment.

The Laboratory conforms to applicable environmen-
tal regulatory and reporting requirements of DOE
Orders 5400.1 (DOE 1988), 5400.5 (DOE 1990), and
231.1 (DOE 1995). RRES Division has the responsibil-
ity and the authority for serving as the central point of
institutional contact, coordination, and support for
interfaces with regulators, stakeholders, and the public,
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including the DOE/NNSA, the US Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, the New Mexico Environment
Department, and the Environmental Protection
Agency.

RRES Division provides line managers with
assistance in preparing and completing environmental
documentation. Such documentation includes reports
required by (1) NEPA of 1969 and (2) the federal
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
and (3) its state counterpart, the New Mexico Hazard-
ous Waste Act, as documented in Chapter 2 of this
report. With assistance from Laboratory legal counsel,
RRES Division helps to define and recommend
Laboratory policies for applicable federa and state
environmental regulations and laws and DOE orders
and directives. RRES Division is responsible for
communicating environmental policiesto Laboratory
employees and makes appropriate environmental
training programs available.

The Environmental Surveillance Program resides
in four RRES Division groups—M eteorology and Air
Quality (RRES-MAQ), Water Quality and Hydrology
(RRES-WQH), Solid Waste Regulatory Compliance
(RRES-SWRC), and Ecology (RRES-ECO). These
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A. Introduction

Many activities and operations at Los Alamos
National Laboratory (LANL or the Laboratory) use or
produce liquids, solids, and gases that may contain
nonradioactive hazardous and/or radioactive materials.
Laboratory policy implements Department of Energy
(DOE) requirements by directing employees to protect
the environment and meet compliance requirements of
applicable federal and state environmental -protection
regulations. Federal and state environmental laws
address (1) handling, transporting, releasing, and
disposing of contaminants, pollutants, and wastes,

(2) protecting ecological, archaeological, historic,
atmospheric, soil, and water resources; and (3)
conducting environmental-impact analyses. Regula-
tions provide specific requirements and standards to
ensure maintenance of environmental qualities. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the New
Mexico Environment Department (NMED) are the
principal administrative authorities for these laws.
DOE and its contractors are al so subject to DOE-

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

administered requirements for control of radionu-
clides. Table 2-1 presents the environmental permits
or approvals these organizations issued that the
Laboratory operated under in 2002 and the specific
operations and/or sites affected.

B. Compliance Status
1. Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act

a. Introduction. The Laboratory produces a
variety of hazardous wastes, mostly in small quantities
relative to industrial facilities of comparable size. The
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as
amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amend-
ments (HSWA) of 1984, establishes a comprehensive
program to regulate hazardous wastes from generation
to ultimate disposal. The EPA has authorized the State
of New Mexico to implement the requirements of the
program, which it does through the New Mexico
Hazardous Waste Act and state regulations of New
Mexico Administrative Code, Title 20, Chapter 4,

11
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Table 2-1. Environmental Permitsor Approvals under Which the Laboratory Operated during 2002

Administering
Category Approved Activity Issue Date Expiration Date Agency
RCRA® Hazardous Waste Facility Hazardous- and mixed-waste storage and treatment November 1989 November 1999 NMEDP

HSWA¢®

TSCAd

CWAY/NPDES"

NPDES Storm Water Permit for
Construction Activity

permit

RCRA General Part B renewal application

Request for supplemental information

RCRA mixed-waste Revised Part A application

TA-50/TA-54 permit renewal application

TA-54 Characterization, High-Activity Processing, and
Storage Facility

TA-16 permit renewal application

TA-55 Revisions to permit application

TA-50 Revisions to permit application

RCRA corrective activities

Disposal of PCBs® at TA-54, Area G

Outfall permit for the discharge of industrial and
sanitary liquid effluents

MSGP for the discharge of storm water from industrial
activities

General permits (13) for the discharge of storm water
from construction activities

DARHT Facility Project

Guaje Well Field Improvements Project

Fire Protection Improvements Project

Strategic Computing Complex Project

Norton Power Line Project

TA-9 to TA-15 Gas Pipeline Replacement Project

Flood Mitigation Project

Nuclear Materials Safeguards and Security
Upgrade Project

TA-3 Revitalization Project

TA-55 Fireloop Constructional Project

EOC

DX Strategic Plan

D&D

submitted January 15, 1999
submitted October 2000
submitted April 1998
submitted January 15, 1999
submitted September 19, 2000

submitted September 2000
January 2002
August 2002

March 1990

June 25, 1996

February 1, 2001
December 23, 2000

varies

October 2, 1998
October 2, 1998
October 2, 1998
May 21, 1999
June 1, 1999
August 22, 1999
July 25, 2000
February 25, 2000

March 22, 2001
August 18, 2001
January 27, 2002
July 18, 2002
August 10, 2002

Administratively continued

NMED
——— NMED
NMED
NMED
——— NMED
- NMED
December 1999 NMED
Administratively continued
June 25, 2001 EPAf
Administratively continued
January 31, 2005 EPA
December 23, 2005* EPA
July 1, 2003** EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
July 7, 2003 EPA
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Table 2-1. Environmental Permits or Approvals under Which the Laboratory Operated during 2002 (Cont.)

Administering
Category Approved Activity I ssue Date Expiration Date Agency
CWA Sections 404/401 Individual dredge and fill permits (29) varies varies COE/NMED
Groundwater Discharge Plan, Discharge to groundwater June 5, 2000 June 5, 2005 NMOCDK
Fenton Hill
Groundwater Discharge Plan, Discharge to groundwater January 7, 1998 January 7, 2003 NMED
TA-46 SWS Fecility!
Groundwater Discharge Plan, Land application of dry sanitary sewage sludge June 30, 1995 June 30, 2000 NMED
Sanitary Sewage Sludge Land Administratively extended
Application
Groundwater Discharge Plan, Discharge to groundwater submitted August 20, 1996 NMED
TA-50, Radioactive Liquid- approval pending
Waste Treatment Facility
Air Quality Operating Permit LANL air emissions not yet issued NMED
(20.2.70 NMAC™)
Air Quality (20.2.72 NMAC) Portable rock crusher June 16, 1999 None NMED
TA-3 Steam Plant-flue gas recirculation September 27, 2000 None NMED
Generator at TA-33 October 10, 2002 None NMED
Asphalt Plant at TA-60 October 29, 2002 None NMED
Air Quality (NESHAP)" Beryllim machining at TA-3-39 March 19, 1986 Surrendered on NMED
October 22, 2002
Beryllim machining at TA-3-102 March 19, 1986 None NMED
Beryllim machining at TA-3-141 October 30, 1998 None NMED
Beryllim machining at TA-35-213 December 26, 1985 None NMED
Beryllim machining at TA-55-4 February 11, 2000 None NMED
Open Burning Burning of jet fuel and wood for ordnance testing, TA-11  August 18, 1997 December 31, 2002 NMED

Burning of HE°-contaminated materials, TA-14
Burning of HE-contaminated materials, TA-16
Burning of scrap wood from experiments, TA-36

Fuel fire burn of wood or propane, TA-16

Arewwnsg asueldwo) ‘¢
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Table 2-1. Environmental Permitsor Approvals under Which the Laboratory Operated during 2002 (Cont.)

Administering
Category Approved Activity Issue Date Expiration Date Agency
Open Burning (20.2.60 NMAC)  Air-curtain destructors June 20, 2001 September 30, 2003 NMED

Burning of wood and wood slash from fire-
mitigation activitieson LANL property

aResource Conservation and Recovery Act

bNew Mexico Environment Department
CHazardous and Solid Waste Amendments

dToxic Substances Control Act

€Polychlorinated biphenyls

f Environmental Protection Agency

9Clean Water Act

hNational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
iMulti-Sector General Permit

JUSArmy Corps of Engineers

KNew Mexico Oil Conservation Division
|Sanitary Wastewater Systems Facility

MNew Mexico Administrative Code

"National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
®High-explosive

*MSGP expiration date
**Construction General Permit (CGP) expiration date

Arewwns asueldwo) ‘¢
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Part 1, asrevised January 1, 1997 (20 NMAC 4.1).
Federal and state laws regul ate management of
hazardous wastes based on a combination of the
following: the facility’s status; large- or small-quantity
generation; and types of treatment, storage, and
disposal conducted by the facility. Certain operations
may require an operating permit, called a Hazardous
Waste Facility permit or a RCRA permit.

b. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Permitting Activities. The Laboratory’s origina
RCRA permit did not include the open burning and
open detonation (OB/OD) units that continue to
operate under interim status. The original permit
expired in 1999 but was administratively continued
beyond the expiration date (as allowed by the permit
and by 20 NMAC 4.1, Subpart X, 270.51), because
the Laboratory submitted new permit renewal applica-
tions before the expiration date.

To support renewal of the permit, the Laboratory
has since responded to numerous information requests
from the NMED. These responses provide additional
information or detail about RCRA waste-management
practices at the Laboratory and are part of the public
administrative record the NMED keeps for the permit.
In 2002, the Laboratory received or responded to six
additional requests for facility information. In August,
the Laboratory’s Solid Waste Regulatory Compliance
Group (RRES-SWRC) personnel submitted a response
to an NMED request for site-wide information
contained in the permit applications. In February and
August, Laboratory personnel submitted two re-
sponses regarding Technical Area (TA) 16 waste-
management practices. In April, July, and August,
respectively, we submitted responses for TA-50,
TA-54, and TA-55 (Los Alamos Plutonium Facility)
information and procedures.

In 2002, Laboratory personnel revised permit
applications to include the additional information
requested by the NMED, to incorporate new formats
or language suggested by the NMED, or to upgrade
descriptions of waste-management procedures or units
that had changed after the original applications were
developed. In January and August, Laboratory
employees submitted new revisions to the TA-55 and
TA-50 (LANL Waste Management Site) applications.
In late 2002, work began on new revisions to the
TA-16 and TA-54 permit applications.

Three active RCRA waste-management units were
closed in 2002, including TA-50-1-Room 59,
TA-50-114, and the TA-54 Area L treatment tanks.
The TA-16-88 container storage area was withdrawn

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

from the Laboratory’s permit in October because it
had never managed waste. In July, personnel submit-
ted closure plans for TA-50-37 storage areas and, in
August, for the TA-55-PF4-B38 storage area. All
closure activities are awaiting final approval by the
NMED.

c. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Corrective Action Activities. Solid-waste manage-
ment units (SWMUS) are subject to the HSWA Permit
Module VI1I corrective action requirements. See
previous LANL Environmental Surveillance Program
(ESP) reports (ESP 2002, ESP 2001, ESP 2000, ESP
1999, ESP 1998, ESP 1997) for the history of RCRA
closures and other corrective actions.

LANL’s Remediation Services (RRES-RS) con-
ducted an interim action to remove contaminated soil
from the two northern wastewater lagoons at the Los
Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE, TA-53).
The wastewater came from various LANSCE activi-
ties and septic tank sludge from other Laboratory
activities. The lagoons operated until 1998, when the
southern lagoon was replaced by a new liquid waste-
water treatment facility at TA-53.

The two northern lagoons were 210 ft long, 210 ft
wide, and 6 ft deep; each could store 1.6 million gal.
The radioactive wastewater was first pumped into
storage tanks to allow short-lived radioisotopes to
decay away; and then was pumped into the lagoons to
evaporate.

Approximately 5,000 ydS of contaminated material
(sludge and clay liner) from the two northern lagoons
was removed in 2002. The sludge and clay liners con-
tained radioisotopes (e.g., cobalt-60 and cesium-134)
and carcinogens (e.g., Aroclor-1260) at levels exceed-
ing the target levels. Approximately 90 yd3 of soil
were removed from the lagoons outfall arealocated on
the eastern side. Miscellaneous debris, from a previ-
ous interim action, filled three waste bins.

The completion of remediation activities at Area P
was amajor accomplishment. AreaPis located at
TA-16 on the south rim of Cafion de Valle on the
western edge of the Laboratory. The Area P landfill
began receiving waste from the S-Site burning
grounds in 1950 and operated until 1984. Remediation
personnel began the closure process at the landfill in
1997. The presence of detonable high explosivesin
the landfill required the use of arobotic excavator.
Remote excavation of the landfill was completed on
May 3, 2000, just before the Cerro Grande fire.
Excavation of contaminated soil beneath the landfill
with nonremote excavation methods resumed after the

15
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fire and was completed in March 2001. Phase |
confirmatory sampling and geophysics measurements
began in June 2001. During Phase Il sampling,
workers found additional contamination, which was
excavated and shipped off-site for disposal. All waste-
disposal activities and confirmation sampling were
completed at Area Pin February 2002. Waste material
included hazardous and industrial waste and recycled
material. Waste types and amounts generated included

e 387 |b of detonable high explosive;

820 ydS of hazardous waste with residual levels
of radioactive contamination;

* 6,600 Ib of barium nitrate;

* 2,605 Ib of asbestos;

* 200 Ib of mixed waste;

+ 235ft3 of low-level radioactive waste; and

» 888 containers that contained materials and
waste that were characterized as hazardous.

RRES-RS continued investigations in several areas
during fiscal year (FY) 2002, including the following:

» completed four rounds of well sampling and two
rounds of biota sampling to monitor natural
attenuation and to support the RRES-RS

collaboration with San Ildefonso Pueblo;

» completed well installation and hydrological
testing for well CdV-R-37-2 at TA-16; and

o completed sediment, alluvial, and surface-water
field investigations in LA/Pueblo Canyon.

d. Other Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act Activities. In 1995, RRES-SWRC began a
waste-management program in cooperation with
waste-management coordinators to assess the
Laboratory’s performance in managing hazardous and
mixed waste in away that would meet the require-
ments of federal and state regulations, DOE orders,
and Laboratory policy. RRES-SWRC communicates
findings from individual self-assessments to waste
generators, waste-management coordinators, and
managers who help line managers implement appro-
priate actions to ensure continual improvement in
LANL’s hazardous waste program. In 2002, RRES-
SWRC completed 1,426 self-assessments.

e. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Compliance I nspection. On June 10-12, 2002, the
NMED conducted a hazardous-waste-compliance
inspection at TA-54 and TA-55. To date, the state has

16

identified no issues or deficiencies found in those
inspections (Table 2-2).

f. Site Treatment Plan. The Laboratory met all
2002 Site Treatment Plan (STP) deadlines and
milestones. In October 1995, the State of New Mexico
issued a Federal Facility Compliance Order (CO) to
both the DOE and the University of California (UC),
reguiring compliance with the STP. The plan docu-
ments the use of off-site facilities for treating mixed
waste generated at LANL and stored more than one
year. Through 2002, the Laboratory treated and
disposed of more than 685 m3 of STP mixed waste.

0. Underground Storage Tanks. The Labora-
tory had two underground storage tanks (USTs), as
defined by 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
280, “Technical Standards and Corrective Action
Requirements for Owners and Operators of Under-
ground Storage Tanks,” in operation at the beginning
of 2002.

e TA-16-197isa10,000-gal. UST for unleaded
gasoline at a single-pump station that was used
for fueling Laboratory service vehicles located at
and near TA-16. The tank was removed from
service in July 2002 by pumping out the tank
contents. The NMED inspected the TA-16-197
UST during 2001. The inspector noted a record-
keeping deficiency that LANL corrected. Final
decommissioning of the tank will occur in 2003.

e TA-15-R312-DARHT isa10,000-gal. UST that
captures and stores any accidental releases from
an equipment room located at the Dual Axis
Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test (DARHT)
facility. Thistank is normally empty and is only
used as a secondary containment system during
an accidental spill. Substances that could enter
the tank are mineral oil and glycol. A review of
this tank operation indicated the use of the tank
for possible spill containment is not a regulated
use under the New Mexico Petroleum Tank
regulations. TA-15-R312-DARHT is afiberglass
tank that does not require a corrosion protection
system. The Laboratory requested the NMED to
rescind the tank registration. The NMED con-
curred, and this tank is no longer aregulated
tank.

Because Laboratory personnel discovered low
levels of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPHs) and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in soil samples
collected directly underneath three USTs at the main
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Table 2-2. Environmental I nspections and Audits Conducted at the Laboratory during 2002

Date Purpose Performing Agency
4/12/02 Asbestos inspection at TA-53, NMED?
Bldgs. 61, 62, 53
6/02 Audit of compliance with RACC
NESHA PP radionuclide emission limits
6/10/02—6/12/02 RCRAY compliance inspection at NMED
TA-54 and TA-55
8/20/02 Clean Air Act Title 6 compliance Independent assessor
refrigerant management survey (Donald
Unser, Environmental Solutions,
Inc., Tempe, Arizona)
9/4/02 Asbestos inspection at TA-41, Bldg.30 NMED
9/5/02 401 Inspection NMED
9/13/02 Asbestos inspection at TA-2, Bldg. 1 NMED
12/11/02 Asbestos inspection at TA-16, NMED

Bldgs. 220239

(No NPDES® Ouitfall, Storm Water, FIFRAf, SDWAY, 404, Ground Water Discharge Plan, PCB", or Area
Jinspections were conducted in 2002. Also no beryllium inspections were conducted.)

8New Mexico Environment Department

bNational Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

CRisk Assessment Corporation

dResource Conservation and Recovery Act
eNational Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
frederal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
9Safe Drinking Water Act

hpolychlorinated biphenyl

a0

LANL technical area (TA-3) during tank removal in
2001, LANL conducted an extent-of-contamination
investigation at the site. They completed this investi-
gation in 2002. Five boreholes were drilled to depths
of 30 ft in the center and around the perimeter of the
former location of the USTs. Low concentrations of
TPH and PCBs were detected in the center borehole at
adepth of 10 ft below ground surface (which also was
at or near the depth and the location of the original
samples collected during UST removal). No contami-
nants were detected in soil samples collected from all
depths at the four perimeter boreholes and at depths
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greater than 10 ft in the center borehole. Based on that
information, in a June 2002 |etter to the NMED, ana-
lysts proposed no further action for this site. The
NMED has not responded to that proposal.

The NMED did not perform any formal inspections
of USTs at the Laboratory during 2002.

h. Solid-Waste Disposal. The Laboratory closed
an on-site landfill that had been used to dispose of
solid waste and New Mexico (NM) special waste.
Material Disposal AreaJ, located at TA-54, was sub-
ject to NM Solid Waste Management Regulations
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The Laboratory submitted a closure plan for Area Jto
the NMED in May 1999. LANL completed the physical
closure of AreaJin 2002 by placing cover material
over the filled pits and reseeding the site. Personnel
from the NMED Solid Waste Bureau did not inspect
AreaJ closure activities during 2002.

LANL sends sanitary solid waste (trash), concrete/
rubble, and construction and demolition debris for
disposal to the Los Alamos County Landfill on East
Jemez Road. The DOE owns the property and leases it
to Los Alamos County under a special-use permit. Los
Alamos County owns and operates this landfill and is
responsible for obtaining all related permits for this
activity from the state. The landfill isregistered with
the NMED Solid Waste Bureau. The Laboratory
contributed 12% (7,380 tons) of the total volume of
trash deposited at this site during 2002, an increase
from last year’s total volume of 5,110 tons. Residents
and businesses in Los Alamos County contributed the
remaining 88% of the total waste volume. Laboratory
trash placed in the landfill included 1,917 tons of trash;
4,547 tons of concrete/rubble; and 630 tons of construc-
tion and demolition debris. During 2002, the Labora-
tory also sent to the county landfill 261 tons of brush
for composting and 24 tons of metal for recycling.

i. Waste Minimization and Pollution Preven-
tion. The year 2002 was a great one for pollution
prevention at the Laboratory.

e More than 40 teams and individuals were recog-
nized for their successful projects at the annual
pollution prevention award ceremony.

e One of the most impressive projects involved the
creation of a system for recycling more than 99%
of the nitric acid used at TA-55, avoiding treat-
ment costs of more than $1 million annually. This
project also received a White House Closing the
Circle Award, the nation’s most prestigious
pollution-prevention prize.

e The Pollution Prevention Group (RRES-PP)
granted Generator Set-Aside Fee fundsto 19
projects designed to reduce waste generation at
the Laboratory. The average financial return on
investment for these projects was more than
200%.

e Ongoing projects diverted more solid waste than
ever before. Paper, cardboard, magazines, and
office supplies, such as toner cartridges, are
recycled through the MS A1000 program. More
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than 120 metric tons (tonnes) of material were
recycled through this program in 2002.

e More than 2,700 tonnes of clean fill from con-
struction projects was diverted from the Los
Alamos County Landfill to the municipal golf
course for field improvements through the Truck
Turn-Around program.

j. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Training. The RCRA training program is arequired
component of, and is described in, the RCRA Hazard-
ous Waste Facility Permit. Laboratory training isin
compliance with regulatory and permit requirements.

During 2002, 141 workers completed RCRA Per-
sonnel Training; and 812 workers completed Waste
Generation Overview, reflecting the increased number
of new hiresin 2002. Of the 573 workers who received
credit for RCRA Refresher Training during 2002, 469
met this regquirement through completing Hazardous
Waste Operations (HAZWOPER) Refresher for Treat-
ment, Storage, and Disposal Facility Workers, a course
that includes the RCRA Refresher as part of its 8-hour
requirement.

The LANL Environment, Safety, and Health Train-
ing Group (PS-13) offers Waste Generation Overview
Refresher, a Web-based course. People whose work
generates waste are required to take this course every
3years. In 2002, 736 such Laboratory workers received
credit for this course. This number is down from more
than 1,000 workers the year before. The Web-based
refresher course was first offered in the year 2001, and
many employees took advantage of the ease of updat-
ing their training on the Web.

PS-13 updated the following RCRA courses during
2002

¢ RCRA Refresher Training;

+ HAZWOPER: Refresher for Environmental
Restoration Workers;

e HAZWOPER: Refresher for Treatment, Storage,
and Disposal Facility Workers;

* Waste Documentation Forms; and

* Waste Generation Overview.

2. Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act

As part of the Conveyance and Transfer project, the
Ecology Group (RRES-ECO) prepared environmental
baseline survey documents for nine subparcels of land
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during 2002. These documents contain the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) 120(h) information required
to transfer these properties to private ownership and
indicate that “no hazardous substances exist on these
sites,” that “all remedial action necessary to protect
human health and the environment has been taken,” or
that certain restrictions on use are required. These
documents provide sufficient information to demon-
strate that no environmental impacts exist that would
trigger actions under CERCLA.

The nine tracts for which surveys were completed
include

A-12 LAAO-1 (East),

A-17  TA-74-1 (West),

A-19  White Rock-1,

A-3 Airport-1 (East),

A-6 Airport-4 (West),

A-9 DP Road-2 (North) (Tank Farm),
C-1 White Rock,

C-2 White Rock “Y”-1, and

C-3 White Rock “Y™”-3.

3. Emergency Planning and Community Right-
to-Know Act

a. Introduction. The Laboratory is required to
comply with the Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 and Executive
Order (EO) 12856.

b. ComplianceActivities. In 2002, the Laboratory
submitted two annual reports and one notification to
fulfill its requirements under EPCRA, as shown on
Table 2-3 and described here.

Emergency Planning Notification. Title I11,
Sections 302—303, of EPCRA require the preparation
of emergency plans for more than 360 extremely
hazardous substances if stored in amounts above
threshold limits. The Laboratory is required to notify
state and local emergency planning committees (1) of
any changes at the Laboratory that might affect the
local emergency plan or (2) if the Laboratory’s
emergency planning coordinator changes. No updates
to this notification were made in 2002.

Emergency Release Notification. Titlelll,
Section 304, of EPCRA requires facilities to provide
emergency release notification of leaks, spills, and
other releases of listed chemicals into the environment,
if these chemicals exceed specified reporting quanti-
ties. Releases must be reported immediately to the state
and local emergency planning committees and to the
National Response Center. Although the Laboratory
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exceeded no reporting thresholds in 2002, we made an
informational notification to the National Response
Center and the NMED concerning a chlorine release
from TA-54 in January 2002. Approximately 8.5 Ib of
chlorine gas were released when an experimental
apparatus exploded. The reportable quantity for
chlorineis 10 Ib. No one was injured in the explosion.

Material Safety Data Sheet/Chemical I nven-
tory Reporting. Title I11, Sections 311-312, of EPCRA
require facilities to provide an annual inventory of the
quantity and location of hazardous chemicals that are
above specified thresholds present at the facility. The
inventory includes the material safety data sheet for
each chemical. The Laboratory submitted a report to the
state emergency-response commission and the
Los Alamos County fire and police departments listing
50 chemicals and explosives at the Laboratory that
exceeded threshold limits during 2002.

Toxic Release I nventory Reporting. EO 12856
requires all federal facilities to comply with Title 111,
Section 313, of EPCRA.. This section requires reporting
of total annual releases of listed toxic chemicals that
exceed activity thresholds. Beginning with reporting
year 2000, new and lower chemical-activity thresholds
arein place for certain persistent, bioaccumulative, and
toxic (PBT) chemicals and chemical categories. The
thresholds for PBTs range from 0.1 g to 100 Ib. Until
this change went into effect, the lowest threshold was
10,000 Ib. LANL exceeded two thresholdsin 2002 and,
therefore, was required to report the uses and rel eases.
The reported materials were lead and mercury, with
reporting-threshold quantity of 100 Ib and 10 Ib respec-
tively. The largest use of reportable mercury is at the
reservoirs of mercury that LANSCE uses as shields on
the neutron beam shutter system. The largest use of
reportable lead is at the on-site firing range where secu-
rity personnel conduct firearms training. The following
releases of lead were reported: 13.3 |b of air emissions,
106 Ib of water releases, 9,794 |b of on-site land re-
leases from the shooting range, and 467 |b of lead waste
shipped off site for disposal. Reported releases for mer-
cury were asfollows: 0.72 Ib of air emissions, 0.6 Ib of
water releases, and 182 |b of mercury waste shipped off
site for disposal.

4. Toxic Substances Control Act

Because the Laboratory’s activities are research and
development (R& D) and do not involve making chemi-
calsto sell, the PCB regulations have been the
Laboratory’s main concern under the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA). The PCB regulations govern sub-
stances including, but not limited to, dielectric fluids,
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Table 2-3. Compliance with Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act during 2002

Statute

Brief Description

Compliance

EPCRA?2 Sections 302-303
Planning Notification

EPCRA Section 304
Release Notification

EPCRA Sections 311-312
MSDSs and Chemical
Inventories

EPCRA Section 313
Annual Releases

Requires emergency-planning notification

to state and local emergency-planning
committees

Requires reporting of releases of certain
hazardous substances above specifie
thresholds to state and local emergency-
planning committees and to the NRCP

Requires facilities to provide appropriate
emergency-response personnel with an
annual inventory and other specific
information for any hazardous materials
present at the facility that are above
specified thresholds

Requires all federal facilities to report
total annual releases of listed toxic
chemicals used in quantities above
reportable thresholds

LANL sent notification to appropriate
agencies (July 30, 1999) informing
officials of the presence of hazardous
materials in excess of specific threshold
planning quantities and of the current
facility emergency coordinator. An
additional update adding sodium
cyanide to the list was provided in 2000.

No leaks, spills, or other releases of
chemicals into the environment

required EPCRA Section 304 reporting
during 2002. A courtesy notification to
the NRC was made regarding a chlorine
release in January 2002 that was below
the 10-1b reportable quantity.

The presence of 50 hazardous materials
stored at LANL above specified
guantities in 2002 required submittal of
a hazardous chemical inventory to the
state emergency-response commission
and the Los Alamos County fire and
police departments.

Use of lead and mercury exceeded the
reporting thresholds in 2002, requiring
submittal of Toxic Chemical Release
Inventory Reporting Forms (Form Rs)
to the EPA and the state emergency-
response commission.

8Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act

bNational Response Center

contaminated solvents, oils, waste oils, heat-transfer
fluids, hydraulic fluids, slurries, soils, and materials

contaminated by spills.

treatment facilities. Light ballasts go off-site for recy-
cling. The primary compliance document related to

4000CFR 761.180, is the annual PCB report that the

During 2002, the Laboratory had 96 off-site ship-
ments of PCB waste. The quantities of waste disposed
of include 380 kg of capacitors; 5 kg of laboratory
waste; 2,428 kg of PCB-contaminated liquids; and
4,156 kg of fluorescent light ballasts. The Laboratory
manages all wastes in accordance with 40 CFR 761
manifesting, record-keeping, and disposal require-
ments. PCB wastes go to EPA-permitted disposal and
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Laboratory submits to the EPA, Region 6.

The Laboratory disposes of nonliquid wastes that
contain PCB and are contaminated with radioactive
constituents at its TSCA-authorized landfill located at
TA-54, Area G. Radioactively contaminated PCB
liquid wastes are stored at the TSCA-authorized
storage facility at TA-54, Area L. Some of these items
have exceeded TSCA's 1-year storage limitation and
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are covered under the Final Rule for the Disposal of
PCB, dated August 28, 1998.

The 5-year letter of authorization to use Area G for
PCB disposal expired in July 2001, and the EPA granted
an administrative extension to LANL for continued use
of Area G during the review process. Approval of a
renewal request is expected to occur in 2003. The EPA
did not perform any PCB inspections in 2002.

5. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act (FIFRA) regulates the manufacturing of pesticides
and the protection of workers who use these chemicals.
Sections of this act that are applicable to the Laboratory
include requirements for certification of workers who
apply pesticides. The New Mexico Department of Agri-
culture (NMDA) has the primary responsibility to en-
force pesticide use under the FIFRA. The New Mexico
Pesticide Control Act appliesto the Laboratory’s licens-
ing and certifying of pesticide workers, record keeping,
applying of pesticides, inspecting of equipment, storing
of pesticides, and disposing of pesticides.

The NMDA and the DOE’s Los Alamos Area Office
(LAAO) did not conduct assessments or inspections of
the Laboratory’s pesticide application program in 2002.
Johnson Controls Northern New Mexico (JCNNM)
conducted an annual inspection of the Laboratory’s
pesticide storage areain 2002 and found that the storage
area was being maintained in accordance with NMDA
Regulations.

Amount of pesticides used during 2002 included the
following:

* VELPARL (herbicide) 1725 gal.
o 2-4-D Amine (herbicide) 11 gal.

* TELAR (herbicide) 279

» PT110 RESMITHERIN (insecticide) 48 oz

e TEMPO (insecticide) 354.37 ¢
* STINGER WASP (insecticide) 22 0z

6. Clean Air Act

The NMED or the EPA regulates Laboratory
operations and air emissions. The Meteorology and Air
Quality Group’s (RRES-MAQ) Quality Assurance (QA)
Project Plan for the Operating Permit Project,
http: //Amww.lanl.gov/orgs/rres/mag/QA.htm, presents a
complete description of air quality requirements
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applicable to the Laboratory. A summary of the major
aspects of the Laboratory’s air quality compliance
program is presented here.

In December 1995, LANL submitted to the NMED
an operating permit application as required under
TitleV of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and Title 20 of the
New Mexico Administrative Code, Chapter 2, Part 70—
Operating Permits (20.2.70 NMAC). In February, the
NMED contacted LANL with the intent to review the
application and issue a permit. Considering the
changes that had occurred at LANL since the applica-
tion was initially submitted, both organizations agreed
that it would be appropriate to update the application.
In November, LANL submitted an updated application.
The application is available at http://
www.airguality.lanl.gov/OpPermitLANL.htm. On
December 18, the NMED issued aletter stating that the
application was ruled complete and that sufficient
information was provided for areview of the applica-
tion to begin. The NMED plans to issue an operating
permit in 2003. When issued, the permit will specify
the operational terms and limitations imposed on
LANL to continue to ensure that all federal and state
air quality standards are being met. In the interim,
LANL continues to operate under the provisions of
source-specific permits and to comply with applicable
sections of the state and federal air quality regulations.

LANL isamajor source under the operating permit
program based on the potential to emit for nitrogen
oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide, and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). The TA-3 power plant boilers
have the greatest potential to emit for NO, and carbon
monoxide emissions. The air-curtain destructors
(ACDs) have the greatest potential to emit VOC emis-
sions. In 2002, LANL completed a project to install
flue gasrecirculation (FGR) equipment on the boilers
at the TA-3 power plant to reduce the NO, emissions.
A source test conducted in September confirmed that
FGR reduces NO, air emissions by 70%.

LANL reviews plans for new and modified projects,
activities, and operations to identify all applicable air
quality requirements including the need to revise the
operating permit application, to apply for construction
permits, or to submit notifications to the NMED.
During 2002, the Laboratory performed approximately
300 air quality reviews. Two of the reviewed projects,
installation of a generator and the installation of a new
asphalt plant, required permitting actions (20.2.72
NMAC). See the following paragraph on Construction
Permits. A Notice of Intent application (20.2.73
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NMAC) was submitted for a pugmill to support an
environmental restoration project that was planned for
TA-21. NMED determined that a permit was not
required for the equipment to solidify and stabilize
contaminated soil. Twenty sources, including natural-
gas-fired boilers, hot water heaters, generators and
other equipment, were exempt from construction
permitting but required written notification to NMED
(20.2.72 NMAC).

As part of the Operating Permit Program, the
NMED collects annual fees (20.2.71 NMAC) from
facilities that are required to obtain an operating
permit. For LANL, the fees are based on the allowable
emissions from activities and operations as reported in
the 1995 operating permit application. LANL’s fees
for 2002 were $12,761.25.

LANL reports emissions for sources—including
multiple boilers, two steam plants, a paper shredder, a
carpenter shop, three degreasers, arock crusher,
multiple storage tanks, and an asphalt-production
facility. In addition to these point-source emissions,
LANL reports emissions from chemical use associated
with research and development activities, three ACDs
used to burn wood and slash from forest-thinning
activities, and permitted beryllium activities. Emis-
sions reported for 2002 are shown in Table 2-4.

Smaller sources of air pollutant emissions, such as
nonregul ated boilers, emergency generators, and space
heaters, are located throughout LANL. The NMED
considers these smaller sources insignificant. There-
fore, these sources are not required to be included in
the annual emissions inventory.

LANL staff calculates air emissions using emission
factors from source tests, manufacturer data, and EPA
documentation. Calculated emissions are based on
actual production rates or fuel or material throughput
rates. LANL's combustion units and ACDs were the
primary sources of criteria pollutants (NO,, sulfur
oxides [SO, ], particulate matter less than 10 p [PM ],
and carbon monoxide emissions). Of all combustion
units, the TA-3 steam plant was the largest source of
criteria pollutants.

Figure 2-1 provides a comparison among recent
emissions inventories reported to the NMED. NO,
emissions were reduced in 2002 because of lower
seasonal heat demand and start-up of pollution control
equipment at the TA-3 power plant. FGR equipment
became operational in October 2002 and, based on
stack testing, this equipment is reducing NO, emis-
sions by approximately 70%. NO, emissions from the
TA-3 power plant were 40 tons in 2002, compared to
73.8 tons reported in 2001. PM,; and VOC emissions

Table 2-4. Calculated Actual Emissions for Regulated Pollutants (Tons) Reported to NMED
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Pollutants

Emission Units PM (6{0) NO, SO, VOC HAP
Asphalt Plant 0.17 1.4 0.09 0.02 0.03 0.03
TA-3 Steam Plant 2.34 12.3 40.3 0.27 1.69 0.56
TA-16 Boilers 0.05 0.26 0.26 0.004 0.04 0.01
TA-21 Steam Plant 0.13 143 1.7 0.01 0.09 0.03
TA-48 Boilers 0.1 1.15 1.4 0.01 0.07 0.03
TA-53 Boilers 0.08 0.9 11 0.006 0.06 0.02
TA-55 Boilers 0.27 0.73 2.6 0.012 0.11 0.03
TA-59 Boilers 0.06 0.69 0.82 0.004 0.04 0.02
Air-Curtain Destructors 9.2 9.3 16.4 1.0 229 2.1
Carpenter Shop 0.08 NA NA NA NA NA
Degreasers NA NA NA NA 0.01 0.01
Paper Shredder 0.001 NA NA NA NA NA
Rock Crusher 0 0 0 0 0 0
R&D NA NA NA NA 14.9 7.72
Storage Tanks NA NA NA NA 0.05 NA
Total 124 28.2 64.7 1.34 40.0 10.6

NA = not applicable.
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Figure 2-1. Criteria pollutant emissions from LANL from 1998 to 2002.

were higher in 2002 because of extensive use of the
ACDs. These ACDs produce much lower emissions
than open burning or prescribed burning. However
some emissions are associated with these operations.
The ACDs contributed 16 tons of NO,, 9 tons of car-
bon monoxide, 9 tons of PM,,, and 23 tons of VOC.
An assessment of the ambient impacts of air pollutant
emissions, presented in the Site-Wide Environmental
Impact Statement (SWEIS) Yearbook for 2001, indi-
cates that all emissions are less than the amounts
evaluated in the SWEIS. In addition, the ambient
impacts of emissions from the ACDs were assessed in
2002, asrequired by the air-permitting for these units.
Based on the results of the dispersion-modeling, we
expect no adverse air quality impacts from emissions
from these units.

The ACDs and chemical use associated with R&D
activities were the primary sources of VOC and
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions. Detailed
analysis of chemical tracking and procurement records
indicates that LANL procured approximately 15 tons
of VOCs, lower than the 19 tons reported for 2001.
For a conservative estimate of air emissions, we
assumed the total quantity of VOCs purchased to be
emitted. The ACDs also contributed significant
amounts of VOCsin 2002. As reported in the annual
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emission inventory, VOC emissions from the ACDs
were 23 tons.

The HAP emissions reported from R&D activities
generally reflect the quantities procured during the
calendar year. In afew cases, we evaluated procure-
ment values and operational processes in more detail
so we could report actual emissionsin place of the
procured value. The total quantity of HAP emissions
based on chemical procurements for 2002 was 7.7 tons,
similar to the 7.4 tons reported in 2001. In previous
years, LANL only reported HAP emissions from
chemical use associated with R& D activities. For
2002, LANL reported HAP emissions from all sources
included in the emission inventory. Sources contribut-
ing to the HAP emissions included the following:

R&D activities, 7.7 tons; ACDs, 2.1 tons; TA-3 steam
plant, 0.56 tons; and numerous small boilers, 0.16 tons.

a. New Mexico Air Quality Control Act.

Construction Permits. LANL currently oper-
ates under the air permitslisted in Table 2-1.
Table S2-1 summarizes allowable emissions from
20.2.72 NMAC construction permits. In 2002, the
Laboratory submitted two permit applications under
20.2.72 NMAC. The first addressed the installation of
adiesel-fired generator to provide stand-al one power
to support research activities conducted by LANL's
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Nonproliferation and International Security (NIS)
Division. The second application addressed the instal-
lation of a new asphalt plant that can produce up to 80
tons per hour. This new asphalt plant will replace the
existing one. NMED issued both permitsin October
2002.

Open Burning. LANL has an open burning
permit (20.2.60 NMAC) for operationa burns con-
ducted to thermally treat or dispose of high explosives
and material contaminated with high explosives and to
test accident scenarios involving fire. All operational
burns for 2002 were conducted within the terms
specified in the permit. The results of these operations
are reported annually to the NMED to document
compliance with permit requirements.

In addition to operational burns, the Laboratory also
conducted prescribed burning to assist with fire-
mitigation activities that were needed after the Cerro
Grande fire. On June 20, 2001, LANL was granted an
open-burn permit to operate three ACDs within the
Laboratory boundaries. These specia units were
chosen instead of traditional open-air burning because
the ACDs have ability to operate with very little
visible smoke emissions. These ACDs wereinstalled
in 2001 and continued to operate during 2002. During
2002 operations, nearly 12,000 tons of slash from fire-
mitigation activities were burned. Thisis asignificant
increase over the 2001 operations, which burned
approximately 1,200 tons of slash. Thisincreaseis
primarily attributable to increased operating experi-
ence and obtaining NMED approval to conduct
24-hour operations. Operations are expected to
continue through September 2003, when the permit for
the ACDs expires. In November 2002, the Laboratory
conducted its annual compliance test for opacity for
each of these units. All three met the opacity limita-
tions outlined in 40 CFR 60, Subpart CCCC.

The Open Burn permit for the operational burns
expires on December 31, 2002. LANL prepared new
open burn permit applications for the Dynamic
Experimentation (DX) Division and Engineering
Sciences and Application (ESA) Division activities.
The application for DX was submitted to NMED in
November 2002 and the ESA application was submit-
ted in December. On December 27, 2002, NMED
issued one permit for each area performing open burns
(TA-11, 14, 16, and 36).

Asbestos. The National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Asbestos
requires that LANL provide advance notice to the
NMED for large renovation jobs that involve ashestos
and for all demolition projects. The Asbestos NESHAP

24

further requires that all activities that involve asbestos
be conducted in a manner that mitigates visible
airborne emissions and that all asbestos-containing
wastes be packaged and disposed of properly.

LANL continued to perform renovation and demoli-
tion projects in accordance with the requirements of
the Asbestos NESHAP. Mgjor activitiesin 2002 in-
cluded eight large renovation jobs and demolition
projects in which the NMED received advance notice.
These projects, combined with other smaller activities,
generated approximately 350 m3 of asbestos waste.
During 2002, asbestos waste amounts were more con-
sistent with past levels and represent a significant de-
crease compared to the 2,070 m3 generated in 2001.
During that year, more than 1,800 m® of asbestos waste
came from fire recovery efforts at DF-Site (TA-40). All
asbestos wastes were properly packaged and disposed
of at approved landfills.

To ensure compliance, the Laboratory conducted
internal inspections of job sites and ashbestos pack-
aging approximately monthly. In addition, four
inspections by NMED during the year identified no
violations. RRES-MAQ has placed its “ QA Project
Plan” for the Asbestos Report Project at
http://www.airquality.lanl.gov/QA.htm on the
World Wide Web.

Degreasers. The halogenated solvent-cleaning
NESHAP requiresthat all solvent-cleaning machines
that contain any of the six listed halogenated solvents
be registered with the NMED. The Laboratory now
operates two regulated solvent-cleaning machines that
areregistered with the NMED.

b. Federal Clean Air Act.

Ozone-Depleting Substances. Title VI of the
CAA contains specific sections that establish regula-
tions and requirements for ozone-depl eting substances
(ODSs), such as halons and refrigerants. The main
sections applicable to the Laboratory prohibit individu-
als from knowingly venting an ODS into the atmo-
sphere during maintenance, repair, service, or disposal
of halon fire-suppression systems and air-conditioning
or refrigeration equipment. All technicians who work
on refrigerant systems must be EPA-certified and must
use certified recovery equipment. The Laboratory is
required to maintain records on all work that involves
refrigerants and the purchase, usage, and disposal of
refrigerants. The Laboratory’s standards for refrigera-
tion work are covered under Criterion 408, “EPA Com-
pliance for Refrigeration Equipment,” of the Opera-
tions and Maintenance manual.
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LANL contracts with other outside contractors to
maintain, service, repair, and dispose of halon fire-
suppression systems and air-conditioning and refrig-
eration equipment. LANL also contracts with qualified
local automotive repair shops for automotive repair
work, including motor-vehicle air-conditioning work.

During 2002, LANL contracted for an independent
external audit of its CAA Title VI compliance pro-
gram. The auditor found the Laboratory to be substan-
tially in compliance with the requirements of Title V1.
The auditor did identify opportunities for improve-
ment in the Laboratory’s compliance efforts, such as
(1) improving processes for small-appliance disposals
at salvage, (2) obtaining better service records from
outside contractors, and (3) ensuring that all refriger-
ants are stored in appropriate cylinders.

In addition to routine compliance demonstration,
DOE has established two goals to eliminate usage of
class 1 refrigerants at DOE sites:

o retrofit or replace by the year 2005 &l chillers
with greater than 150 tons of cooling capacity
and manufactured before 1984 that use class 1
refrigerants, and

 eliminate the use of the remaining equipment
that uses class 1 refrigerants by 2010.

Figure 2-2 shows the decrease in total refrigerants
used from 2001 to 2002, for all equipment and for
equipment to be phased out by 2005. As the trend
shows, LANL is making progress toward achieving
these goals and anticipates meeting the DOE expecta-
tions. More detailed information on progress toward
these phase-out goalsisincluded in the Data Supple-
ment.

Radionuclides. Under the National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Radionu-
clides (Rad NESHAP), the EPA limits the effective
dose equivalent (EDE) of radioactive airborne releases
from a DOE facility, such as LANL, to any member of
the public to 10 mrem/yr. The 2002 EDE (as calculated
using EPA-approved methods) was 1.69 mrem. The
location of the highest dose was at East Gate. Opera-
tions at LANSCE made the principal contribution to
that highest dose. The RRES-MAQ QA Project Plan
for the Rad NESHAP Compliance Project is available
at http://mww.lanl.gov/orgs/rres/mag/QA.htm on the
World Wide Web.

LANL reviews plans for new and modified projects,
activities, and operations to identify the need for
emissions monitoring and prior approval from the EPA.
During 2002, more than 100 reviews involved the
evaluation of air-quality requirements associated with

30,000
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@ All refrigeration
equipment

15,000

B Refrigeration equipment
to be phased out by
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5,000
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Figure 2-2. LANL refrigeration systems containing Class 1 refrigerants.
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the use of radioactive materials. One of these pro-
posed projects that involves repackaging of radioac-
tive waste met the criteriarequiring EPA pre-approval.
LANL submitted the approval application in January
2002, and approval was granted in March 2002.
However, changesin scope and project delays on this
activity will require the pre-approval application to be
resubmitted in 2003 after plans are finalized.

During 2002, independent auditors conducted the
third audit of the Laboratory’s Rad NESHAP pro-
gram. This audit began in June 2002 and evaluated the
Laboratory’s compliance for calendar year (CY) 2001.
The audit found the Laboratory in full compliance
with Rad-NESHAP regulations.

7. Clean Water Act

a. National Pollutant Dischar ge Elimination
System Industrial Point Source Outfall Self-
Monitoring Program. The primary goal of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) isto restore and maintain the
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
nation’s waters. The act established the requirements
for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits for point-source effluent discharges
to the nation’s waters. The NPDES outfall permit
establishes specific chemical, physical, and biological
criteriathat the Laboratory’s effluent must meet
beforeit is discharged.

UC and the DOE are copermittees of the NPDES
permit covering Laboratory operations. The EPA
Region 6 in Dallas, Texas, issues and enforces the
permit. The NMED certifies the EPA-issued permit
and performs some compliance-evaluation inspections
and monitoring for the EPA. The Laboratory’s current
industrial point-source NPDES permit contains 21
permitted outfalls that include 1 sanitary outfall and
20 industrial outfalls.

During the past 5 years, the Laboratory has
achieved areduction in outfalls by removing process
flows at industrial outfalls and completing the transfer
of the drinking-water system to Los Alamos County.
No NPDES outfalls were deleted in CY 2002; how-
ever, aJuly 2002 request to the EPA Region 6 to
delete two NPDES outfallsis still pending. Long-term
objectives require that outfall owners continue
evaluating outfalls for possible elimination and that
new construction designs and modifications to
existing facilities provide for reduced or no-flow
effluent discharge systems.

Under the Laboratory’s NPDES industrial point-
source outfall permit, personnel collect samples
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weekly, monthly, and quarterly to analyze for effluent
quality limits. These regular analyses are specified by
the permit. The Laboratory also annually collects
water-quality samples for analysis at all outfalls. The
Laboratory reports results to the EPA and the NMED
at the end of the monitoring period for each respective
outfall category. During CY 2002, 2 of the 1,084
samples collected from the industrial outfalls ex-
ceeded effluent limits. In the 129 samples collected
from the Sanitary Wastewater Systems (SWS) Facility
outfall, no samples exceeded effluent limits. To view
the Laboratory’s NPDES permit go to http//
wqdbworld.lanl.gov on the World Wide Web.

The following is a summary of the corrective
actions the Laboratory took during 2002 to address
permit noncompliances at two industrial outfalls.

e TA-3 Power Plant. On March 6, 2002, a total
residual chlorine (TRC) concentration of
0.5 mg/L exceeded the NPDES monthly average
and daily maximum permit limit of 0.011 mg/L
(counts as two instances of exceedance). The
cause of this noncompliance was a malfunction
of the pump that injects chlorine neutralizer into
the waste stream before discharge to the outfall.
The pump was immediately reprimed, an action
that brought the effluent back into compliance.
An additional pump wasinstalled on March 13,
2002, and isin continuous operation along with
the original pump. If either pump fails, the
remaining pump will continue to pump neutral-
izer into the effluent.

e TA-21 Steam Plant. On December 17, 2002, a
pH result of 9.6 standard units (s.u.) exceeded
the maximum permit limit of 9. The cause of this
noncompliance was a defective pH probe inside
the environmental tank. The automatic control
system that rel eases the contents of the environ-
mental tank has been taken offline, and the pH is
checked by the plant operator before the contents
of the tank are manually released.

b. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Sanitary Sewage Sludge M anagement Pro-
gram. The Laboratory’s WA-Site (TA-46) SWS Facil-
ity is an extended-aeration, activated-sludge sanitary
wastewater treatment plant. The activated-sludge
treatment process requires periodic disposing of ex-
cess sludge (waste-activated sludge) from the plant’s
clarifiersto synthetically lined drying beds. After air-
drying for aminimum of 90 days to reduce pathogens,
the dry sludge is removed and disposed of as a New
Mexico Special Waste. During 2002, the SWS Facility
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generated approximately 24 dry tons (48,267 dry |b) of
sewage sludge. All of this sludge was disposed of asa
New Mexico Special Waste at alandfill authorized to
accept this material.

c. National Pollutant Dischar ge Elimination
System Permit Compliance Evaluation I nspection.
The NMED did not conduct an NPDES Ouitfall
Compliance Evaluation Inspection during 2002. (See
Table 2-2.)

d. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Storm Water Construction Program. The
NPDES permit program regul ates storm water dis-
charges from identified construction activities. During
2002, the Laboratory’s 13 active construction projects
were permitted under the July 6, 1998, EPA Region 6
NPDES Genera Permit for Storm Water Discharges
from Construction Activities. Under the Construction
Regulations, all construction sites disturbing five or
more acres, including those that are part of alarger plan
of development collectively disturbing five or more
acres, are required to have an NPDES Construction
Permit. The NPDES Construction Permit regulates
storm water discharges from construction sites. At most
LANL construction sites, the Facility Manager and the
General Contractor are co-permittees for the site.

Like the MSGP Permit, the NPDES Construction
Permit requires each construction site to develop and
implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP)
Plan. A SWPP Plan describes the management practices
used to reduce the pollutants in storm water discharges
associated with the construction activity and assure
compliance with the terms and conditions of the
NPDES Construction Permit. These practices include
the installation, inspection, and maintenance of struc-
tural and vegetative erosion and sediment controls,
post-construction storm water management controls,
and other controlsto limit off-site sediment tracking
and the contamination of run-off with other potential
pollutants. Furthermore, each SWPP Plan must describe
and implement measures necessary to protect listed
endangered or threatened species and critical habitat. In
2002, the Laboratory implemented and maintained 44
SWPP Plans.

Construction sites with SWPP Plans are inspected in
accordance with NPDES Construction Permit
Regulations. Inspection reports document the condition
of the site and the site’s storm water controls and give
recommendations to ensure NPDES Construction
Permit compliance. In 2002, LANL performed 435
storm water inspections at construction sites. To track

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

NPDES Construction Permits, the Laboratory has
devel oped a geographic information system-based
tracking system. The system maintains records for each
site, such as:

e SWPP Plan inspections,

 the condition of best management practices,
* deficiencies, and

* the date the deficiencies were corrected

General Permit information for the Laboratory is
accessible to the public through postingsin the
Laboratory’s Community Involvement Office Reading
Room.

e. National Pollutant Dischar ge Elimination
System Storm-Water Program. The NPDES Storm
Water Permit Program regul ates storm-water dis-
charges from identified industrial activities. The UC
and the DOE are copermittees under the NPDES
Multi-Sector General Permit 2000 (M SGP-2000) for
LANL. The permit regulates storm-water discharges
from LANL industrial activities.

The permit requires the devel opment and implemen-
tation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP)
Plan. Currently, LANL maintains and implements 18
SWPP plans for itsindustrial activities.

LANL iscurrently conducting stream-monitoring
and storm-water monitoring (1) at the confluence of
the major canyons, (2) in certain segments of these
canyons, and (3) at a number of site-specific facilities.
In addition, LANL conducts voluntary monitoring in
the major canyons that enter and leave LANL property.
The flow-discharge information for the proceeding
period is reported in Shaull 2003 and in discharge-
monitoring reports.

Compliance with the permit may be evaluated in
two different ways: (1) surface waters that receive
storm-water runoff should meet state water-quality
standards; and (2) for certain types of industries,
including industries found at LANL, federal regula-
tions require that “benchmark parameter monitoring,”
or “sector-specific monitoring,” be conducted under
the storm-water permit.

The current strategy for implementation of the
MSGP-2000 at LANL includes the following elements:
(1) development and implementation of SWPP plans at
18 industrial activity locations; (2) development and
implementation of a Storm-Water Monitoring Plan that
provides detail on collecting storm-water runoff at
watershed-based and site-specific facilities gauging
stations; and (3) development and implementation of a
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best management practice installation, inspection and
maintenance program.

f. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Storm-Water Program I nspection. No
inspections were conducted by either the NMED or the
EPA at MSGP-regulated facilities during 2002.

g. Spill Prevention Control and Counter mea-
sures Program. The Laboratory’s Spill Prevention
Control and Counter Measures (SPCC) Program, as
required by the CWA (40 CFR 112, Qil Pollution Pre-
vention), develops comprehensive plans to meet EPA
requirements that regulate water pollution from oil
spills. Table S2-2 in the Data Supplement shows the
SPCC plans and tanks regulated by this program at the
Laboratory for 2002. The DX SPCC Plan from 2001
was separated into four separate SPCC plansin 2002.
In 2002, LANL personnel revised and implemented
three previously implemented SPCC plans at TA-50
and TA-21.

The NMED isin the process of combining above-
ground-storage-tank (AST) and UST regulations under
the new NMAC Petroleum Storage Tank (PST) Regula-
tion 20 NMAC 5. The revised PST regulations have
been filed for publication in the New Mexico Register.
Parts 1, 2, 3, and 17 of the revised PST regulations
became effective in June 2002.

On February 21, 2002, the Laboratory notified the
EPA, the NMED, and the National Response Center
(NRC) of adischarge of approximately 48,000 gal. of
diesel fuel into the environment from the TA-21-57
AST. Soil removal and sampling were performed in
accordance with Laboratory and regulatory require-
ments to determine the extent of the leak. The Labora-
tory isworking with the EPA, the DOE, and the NMED
on corrective actions.

h. Dredge and Fill Permit Program. Section

404 of the CWA requires the Laboratory to obtain per-
mits from the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to
perform work within perennial, intermittent, or ephem-
eral watercourses. Section 401 of the CWA requires
states to certify that Section 404 permits issued by
COE will not prevent attainment of state-mandated
stream standards. The NMED reviews Section 404/401
joint permit applications and then issues separate Sec-
tion 401 certification letters, which may include addi-
tional permit requirements to meet state stream stan-
dards for individual Laboratory projects.

During 2002, 29 Section 404/401 permits were
issued to the Laboratory for projectsincluding utility
lines, road crossings (including fire roads), headwaters
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and isolated waters, and wetland/riparian areas.
Because of the increased runoff from the Cerro
Grande fire, LANL undertook more Section 404/401
projects during 2001 and 2002 than in prefire years.
Many of the projects consist of strengthing road
crossings or removing sediment that has built up
behind culverts. The removal of sediment at these
road crossingsis required to keep the water from
backing up at the culverts and eroding the surface of
the road. The Laboratory hasinitiated numerous fire-
road projects requiring 404/401 permits to ensure
access to Laboratory areas during alarge-scale fire.

On September 5, 2002, the NMED inspected seven
sites permitted under the Section 401 regulations. No
findings were noted during this inspection.

8. Safe Drinking Water Act

a. Introduction. Los Alamos County, as owner
and operator of the Los Alamos Water Supply System,
is responsible for compliance with the requirements of
the federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and the
New Mexico Drinking Water Regulations (NMEIB
2002). The SDWA requires Los Alamos County to
collect samples from various points in the water-
distribution systems at the Laboratory, Los Alamos
County, Bandelier National Monument, and from the
water-supply wellheads to demonstrate compliance
with SDWA maximum contaminant levels (MCLS).
The EPA has established MCL s for micrabiological
organisms, organic and inorganic constituents, and
radioactivity in drinking water. The state has adopted
these standards in the New Mexico Drinking Water
Regulations. The EPA has authorized the NMED to
administer and enforce federal drinking-water
regulations and standards in New Mexico. This
section presents the results from SDWA compliance
monitoring conducted by LosAlamos County in 2002.
Also in 2002, the Laboratory conducted additional,
noncompliance monitoring of the Los Alamos Water
Supply System for QA purposes. These data are
presented in Chapter 5.

Staff from the NMED performed all chemical and
radiological sampling for Los Alamos County, with
the exception of total trihalomethane (TTHM) sample
collection, which JCNNM and Los Alamos County
staff conducted. The New Mexico Health
Department’s Scientific Laboratory Division in
Albuguergue and the New Mexico State University’s
Soil and Water Testing Laboratory in Las Cruces
received the samples for analysis. The JCNNM Health
and Environmental (HENV) laboratory performs
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microbiological sampling and analysis. The NMED has
certified the HENV laboratory for microbiological
compliance analysis.

b. Radiochemical Analytical Results. In 2002,
the NMED conducted no radiochemical sampling for
SDWA compliance purposes.

c¢. Nonradiological Analytical Results. In 2002,
LosAlamos County collected TTHM samples during
each quarter from seven locations in the Laboratory
and Los Alamos County water distribution systems. As
shown in Data Supplement Table S2-3, the annual
average for samplesin 2002 was 4.9 ug of TTHM per
liter of water, less than the SDWA MCL of 80 ug of
TTHM per liter of water. In 2002, the NMED Drinking
Water Bureau also sampled for total haloacetic acids
(HAADS) at four TTHM sites. Like TTHMS, total
hal oacetic acids are byproducts from the disinfection of
drinking water. As shown in Data Supplement Table
S2-4, the annual average for samplesin 2002 was
2.1[jg of total haloacetic acids per liter of water, less
than the SDWA MCL of 60 pg of total haloacetic acids
per liter of water.

In 2002, the NMED Drinking Water Bureau col-
lected samples for nitrate/nitrite (as nitrogen), fluoride,
cyanide, the 10 SDWA Group | metalsin drinking
water at the 3 entry points to the distribution system.
As shown in Data Supplement Table1S2-5, all concen-
trations at all locations were less than SDWA MCLs.

In 2002, Los Alamos County collected lead and
copper samples at residential drinking water taps.
Under the SDWA,, if more than 10% of the samples
collected from selected residential sites exceed the
action levelsfor lead or copper, then the water supplier
must take prescribed actions to monitor and control the
corrosiveness of the water supplied to customers.
Additionally, if 90% of the sample sites are below the
action levelsfor lead and copper, then the water system
isin compliance without the need to implement
corrosion controls. As shown in Data Supplement Table
S2-6, all 31 samples collected were below EPA action
levelsfor lead and copper.

d. Microbiological Analyses of Drinking
Water. Each month during 2002, L os Alamos County
collected an average of 46 samples from the water
distribution systems of the Laboratory, Los Alamos
County, and Bandelier National Monument to deter-
mine the free-chlorine residual available for disinfec-
tion and the microbiological quality of the drinking
water. Of the 556 samples analyzed during 2002, none
indicated the presence of total or fecal coliforms.
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Noncoliform bacteria were present in only 11 of the
microbiological samples. Noncoliform bacteria are not
regulated, but their repeated presence in samples may
serve as an indicator of stagnation and biofilm growth
in water pipes. Data Supplement Table S2-7 presents a
summary of the monthly analytical data.

e. LosAlamos County Consumer Confidence
Report. More information on the quality of the
drinking water from the Los Alamos Water Supply
Systemisin Los Alamos County’s annual Consumer
Confidence Report, available on-line at: http://
www.lac-nm.ug/.

f. Drinking-Water Inspection. The NMED did
not conduct an inspection of the drinking-water system
in 2002.

9. Groundwater

a. Groundwater Protection Compliance
I ssues. DOE Order 5400.1 requires the Laboratory to
prepare a groundwater protection management pro-
gram plan to protect groundwater resourcesin and
around the Los Alamos area and ensure that all
groundwater-rel ated activities comply with the
applicable federal and state regulations. Task |11 of
Module VI of the RCRA Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit, the HSWA Module, requires the Laboratory to
collect information about the environmental setting at
the facility and to collect data on groundwater contami-
nation.

The Hydrogeologic Workplan (LANL 1998) (Figure
2-3) happened in 1997—proposes a multiyear drilling
and hydrogeologic analysis program to characterize the
hydrogeol ogic setting of the Pgjarito Plateau and to
assess the potential for groundwater contamination
from waste-disposal operations. The goal of the project
isto develop greater understanding of the geology,
groundwater flow, and geochemistry beneath the 43-
square-mile Laboratory area and to assess any impacts
that Laboratory activities may have had on groundwa-
ter quality.

New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission
(NMWQCC) regulations control liquid discharges onto
or below the ground surface to protect all groundwater
in New Mexico. Under the regulations, when required
by the NMED, afacility must submit a groundwater
discharge plan and obtain NMED approval (or ap-
proval from the Oil Conservation Division for energy/
mineral-extraction activities). Subsequent discharges
must be consistent with the terms and conditions of the
discharge plan.
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The Laboratory has three approved groundwater
discharge plans to meet NMWQCC regulations
(Table 2-1): one for TA-57 (Fenton Hill), one for the
SWS Facility, and one for the land application of dried
sanitary sewage sludge from the SWS Facility. On
August 20, 1996, the Laboratory submitted a groundwa-
ter discharge plan application for the Radioactive Liquid
Waste Treatment Facility (RLWTF) at TA-50. As of
December 31, 2002, NMED approval of the plan was
still pending.

b. ComplianceActivities. Hydrogeologic
Workplan activities during 2002 lead to the following
key conclusions.

» Major ion chemistry of the regional aquifer varies
from a cal cium-sodium-bi carbonate to a sodium-
cal cium-bicarbonate ionic composition.

» Total dissolved solids (TDSs) generaly increase
along groundwater flow pathsin the regional
aquifer.

» Measurable activities of tritium observed in wells
R-9, R-9i, R-12, R-15, and R-22 suggest that a
component of groundwater is less than 60 years
old. Well R-19 does not have detectable tritium,
and the age of groundwater at thiswell probably
ranges between 3,000 and 10,000 years.

» Mobile (nonadsorbing) solutes, including tritium,
nitrate, and perchlorate, have migrated hundreds of
feet within the subsurface during the past 60 years.
Concentrations and activities of these chemicals
are below regulatory standards and/or health
advisory limitsin the regional aquifer at R-wells.

The Laboratory’s “ Groundwater Annual Status
Summary Report” (Nylander et al. 2003) provides more
detailed information on newly collected groundwater
data. Additionally, sample, water-level, well-construc-
tion, and other programmatic data can be reviewed
online on the Laboratory’s Water Quality Database
(http://wgdbworld.lanl.gov/).

10. National Environmental Policy Act

a. Compliance Activities. In 2002, LANL sent 68
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environ-
mental Review Forms to the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), compared with 45 in 2001.
The NNSA excluded 33 new actions and amended the
exclusion for another 21 approved actions. LANL
applied the NNSA “umbrella’ exclusion (prior) determi-
nations for 605 actions in 2002, compared with 122
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actionsin 2001. Use of the LANL SWEIS and prior
environmental assessments (EAs) and environmental
impact statements (EISs) accounts for 80 of the
previous NEPA reviews. The NNSA made eight EA
determinations and issued six findings of no signifi-
cant impact (FONSIs) in 2002. The increased number
of overall reviewsis caused by reviewing excavation
permitsin 2002 to assist LANL with compliance on
its ground-disturbing activities.

b. Environmental Impact Statements,
Supplement Analyses, and Special Environmental
Analyses. Two EISs were begun and one EIS was
completed in 2002: in addition, one record of decision
(ROD) was amended and one Supplement Analysis
(SA) was completed in 2002. All of these deal with
operations or projects at LANL. No Special Environ-
mental Analyses (SEA) were initiated at LANL in
2002.

Supplemental Programmatic Environmen-
tal Impact Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and
Management for a Modern Pit Facility. A Notice of
Intent (NOI) to prepare a supplemental programmatic
EIS was published in the Federal Register on Septem-
ber 23, 2002. This notice isamajor step forward in
carrying out recommendations to develop a modern
capability to manufacture plutonium pits. Pit produc-
tion was shut down in 1989 at the Rocky Flats Plant,
and no pits have been produced since. The NNSA's
strategy calls for a new facility to be in production by
approximately 2020. This supplement to the Program-
matic EIS will support two decisions: (1) whether to
proceed with aModern Pit Facility and, (2) if so,
whereto locateiit.

Environmental | mpact Statement for the
Proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research
Building Replacement Project. An NOI to prepare an
EIS was published in the Federal Register on July 23,
2002 (67 FR 48160). This EISwill analyze the
environmental impacts that could result from the
consolidation and relocation of mission-critical
chemistry and metallurgy research capabilities at
LANL from aging facilities at the current Chemistry
and Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building at TA-3.
The aternativesinclude

 relocate CMR capabilities from TA-3 to new
facilities at TA-55 near the existing Plutonium
Facility (proposed action);

 relocate CMR capabilities from TA-3 to new
facilities built on undisturbed land in or near
TA-55;
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Figure 2-3. Map of hydrogeologic workplan regional aquifer characterization wells.
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 retain limited office functions and light laboratory
operations at the existing CMR facility and move
analytical-chemistry and materials-characteriza-
tion capabilities to new facilitiesin or near
TA-55; or

 continue CMR mission activities at the current
location and do not construct new facilities (no-
action aternative).

Environmental | mpact Statement for the
Proposed Relocation of TA-18 Capabilities and
Materials at the Los Alamos National Laboratory.
The NNSA issued afinal EIS for the proposed reloca-
tion of certain Pgjarito Laboratory (TA-18) missions at
LANL to another location by the end of 2004. The
preferred alternative has been changed to reflect the
Nevada Test Site as the relocation site for certain
operations (Hazard Categories | and I1). Additional
NEPA reviews may be required for relocating the
remaining operations. Relocating the TA-18 missions
will enable the DOE to conduct its nuclear criticality
studies in a more efficient and cost-effective manner.

Environmental | mpact Statement for
Conveyance and Transfer of Certain Land Tracts
Administered by the Department of Energy and
Located at Los Alamos National Laboratory,

Los Alamos and Santa Fe Counties, New Mexico.
The ROD was amended on July 9, 2002. The amended
ROD reflects changes in the need to retain certain
portions of land tracts withheld earlier because of
potential national security mission requirements for
health and safety buffer areas relating to ongoing and
future operations. Specifically, the DOE and the NNSA
have reassessed the need for certain portions of tracts
to serve as health and safety buffer areas. The DOE
and the NNSA would no longer need to retain an
8-acre portion located at the western end of the Airport
Tract. Additionally, two portions of the White Rock Y
Tract that comprise about 74 acres of highway ease-
ment are no longer required as health and safety

buffer areas.

Supplemental Assessment of the LANL Site-
Wide Environmental | mpact Statement for Modifica-
tion of Management Methods for Transuranic-Waste
Characterization. On August 12, 2002, the Area
Manager of the LAAO issued afinal SA to determine
whether the existing LANL SWEIS adequately
encompasses the environmental effects of a proposal to
modify management methods for transuranic-waste
characterization at LANL or whether additional
documentation is required under the NEPA. This SA
specifically compares key impact assessment param-
eters of the waste-management program evaluated in
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the SWEIS with a proposal that would change the
approach of aportion of this management program. The
SA also provides an explanation of any differences
between the proposed action and activities described in
the previous SWEIS analysis.

¢. Environmental Assessments Completed
during 2002. LANL personnel prepared seven EA-level
NEPA documentsin 2002. A brief description of each
EA follows.

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed
Construction and Operation of a Biosafety Level 3
Facility at LANL, Los Alamos, New Mexico. The
BSL -3 facility would be used for biological researchin
areasthat are critical to the NNSA's national security
mission. Bioscience research at LANL would be aimed
at strengthening the ability to protect people against
emerging infectious diseaseand the effects of biological
agents that might be introduced into an environment,
either by accident or with harmful intent. The NNSA
issued a FONSI for this EA on February 26, 2002.

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed
Disposition of the Omega West Facility at LANL,

Los Alamos, New Mexico. LANL proposes to decon-
taminate and demolish (D& D) the Omega West Facility
and its associated structure, TA-2, Building 1, including
the Omega West Reactor reactor vessel. Low levels of
contamination are widespread throughout the main
floor of the building with the highest levels occurring
in the reactor room. The NNSA issued a FONSI for this
EA on March 28, 2002.

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed
Refurbishment and Consolidation of the TA-16
Engineering Complex at LANL, Los Alamos,

New Mexico. Most TA-16 buildings and support shops
have exceeded their design life and are expensive to
maintain. The Engineering Sciences and Applications
Division proposes to D& D anumber of these buildings,
consolidate operations into other existing buildings, and
construct several new facilities at TA-16. The NNSA
issued a FONSI for this EA on April 23, 2002.

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed
I ssuance of an Easement to Public Service Company
of New Mexico for Installation and Operation of a
12-inch Natural Gas Transmission Linein Los
Alamos Canyon at Los Alamos, New Mexico. A 50-ft
right-of-way would be cleared along the length of the
pipeline. Analyses performed in the EA allowed the
NNSA to conclude that potential adverse effects of the
proposed action, under normal conditions, would be
minimal. The NNSA issued a FONSI for this EA on
July 30, 2002.
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Environmental Assessment for the Future
Disposition of Certain Cerro Grande Fire Flood and
Sediment Retention Structures at LANL, Los Alamos,
New Mexico. In 2002, these structures were constructed
by the NNSA, with assistance of the COE in the
aftermath of the Cerro Grande fire. The NNSA issued a
FONSI for this EA on August 7, 2002.

Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Access Control and Traffic |mprovementsat LANL,
Los Alamos, New Mexico. Effects on traffic flow would
be a concern, as would the proposed crossing of
floodplain and wetland areas in upper Sandia and
Mortandad canyons. The NNSA issued a FONSI for
this EA on August 23, 2002.

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed
I nstallation and Operation of Combustion Turbine
Generators at LANL, Los Alamos, New Mexico. The
project would include installing the turbine, construct-
ing electrical and natural-gas tie-ins, and demolishing
an existing cooling tower. Waste management, air
quality, surface-water quality, and wetlands are poten-
tial issues of concern about this project. The NNSA
issued a FONSI for this EA on December 11, 2002.

d. Environmental Assessments and Supplement
Analysesin Progress during 2002. Six EAs and one
SA were in various stages of development during 2002:

» EA for the proposed consolidation of certain
DX Division activities at the Two-Mile-Mesa
Complex;

» EA for the proposed renovation of Building 55-41
and the subsequent installation and operation of
radiographic equipment therein;

» EA for the proposed establishment and mainte-
nance of certain hiking trails and closing and
reclamation of certain other hiking trails within
the boundaries of LANL;

» EA for the proposed lease of land to the incorpo-
rated County of LosAlamos for a new distribution
center at LANL;

» EA for the proposed Los Alamos County Landfill
at LANL;

» EA for the proposed remediation of the AreaH at
TA-54 at LANL; and

» SA for the Security Perimeter Project.

e. Mitigation Action Plans. Mitigation Action
Plans (MAPS) may apply to individual or site-wide
projects, are generally project-specific, and are de-
signed to (1) document potentially adverse environmen-
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tal impacts of a proposed action, (2) identify impact
mitigation commitments made in the final NEPA
documents (FONSIs or RODs), and (3) establish action
plansto carry out each commitment.

Site-Wide Environmental | mpact Statement.
Mitigations include specific measures

 to further minimize the impacts, identified in the
SWEIS, that result from operations (e.g., electri-
cal power and water supply, waste management,
and wildfire) and

 to take measures to enhance existing programs to
improve operational efficiency and minimize
future potential impacts on cultural resources,
traditional cultural properties, and natural
resources.

The DOE expects LANL to complete specific
measures by FY 2006, and the enhancement of existing
programs should be implemented by FY 2003. A
Mitigation Action Plan Annual Report is prepared
annually.

Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
Facility Mitigation Action Plan. The scope of opera-
tions-related mitigation measures included ongoing
environmental chemistry baseline monitoring, ongoing
monitoring of the Nake’ muu cultural resource site, and
human health and safety mitigations for operations.

Low-Energy Demonstration Accelerator
Mitigation Action Plan. The NNSA has determined
that the Low-Energy Demonstration Accelerator Low-
Energy Demonstration Accelerator (LEDA) project is
to be terminated; and the facility has been placed in a
safe, secure storage mode until further uses can be
identified. Based on a thorough evaluation of the status
of the facility and the remaining mitigation measures,
the NNSA determined that implementation of the MAP
isno longer required.

Special Environmental Analysis of Actions
Taken in Response to the Cerro Grande Fire at Los
Alamos National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New
Mexico. As part of the SEA, the NNSA identified
various mitigation measures that must be implemented
as an extension of the fire-suppression, erosion, and
flood-control actions. Monitoring results of the
mitigation effectiveness and the environmental effects
of the emergency actions recognized afater the mea-
sures are in operation are to be made available to the
public through an annual mitigation tracking report.
The NNSA will issue the second annual report covering
the fiscal year beginning October 1, 2001, and ending
on September 30, 2002.
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Other Studies Completed in 2002. The LANL
NEPA team prepared one other NEPA-related study in
2002. This study supports the proposed Advanced
Hydrotest Facility project. (See LANL 2002.)

11. Cultural Resources

a. Compliance Overview. The National Historic
Preservation Act requires federal agenciesto evaluate
the impact of proposed actions on cultural resources.
Federal agencies must consult with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation about possible
adverse effects on resources eligible for designation in
the National Register of Historic Places.

During fiscal year 2002, the Laboratory cultural
resources team evaluated 1,124 L aboratory-proposed
actions and conducted 2 new field surveysto identify
cultural resources. The team identified 297 archaeo-
logical sites and 75 historic buildings. The DOE sent
11 survey results to the SHPO for concurrencein
findings of effects and determinations of eligibility for
National Register inclusion of cultural resources
located during the survey. The governors of San
Ildefonso, Santa Clara, Cochiti, and Jemez pueblos and
the president of the Mescalero Apache Tribe received
for comment copies of six reports to identify any
traditional cultural properties that a proposed action
could affect. We identified adverse effects to 25
historic buildings that were decommissioned and
decontaminated in 2002 and prepared 5 Memorandums
of Agreement to support documentation and interpreta-
tion of these buildings to resolve the adverse effects.
Then the team prepared a programmatic agreement to
support the Land Conveyance and Transfer Project, as
will be discussed.

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of
1978 stipulates that federal policy protect and preserve
the right of American Indians to practice their tradi-
tional religions. Tribal groups must receive notification
of possible ateration of traditional and sacred places.

The Native American Grave Protection and Repa-
triation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 states that if burials or
cultural objects are inadvertently disturbed by federal
activities, work must stop in that location for 30 days
and the closest lineal descendant must be consulted for
disposition of the remains. No discoveries of burials or
cultural objects occurred in 2002. The Archaeological
Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (Public Law
96-95) provides protection of cultural resources and
sets penalties for their damage or removal from federal
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land without a permit. The team recorded no ARPA
violations on DOE land in 2002.

b. ComplianceActivities.

Nake muu. As part of the DARHT MAR, the
cultural resource team is conducting along-term
monitoring program at the ancestral pueblo of
Nake’ muu. Nake' muu is the only pueblo on Laboratory
property that still containsits original standing walls.
As such, it represents one of the best-preserved ruins
on the Pgjarito Plateau. The year 2002 witnessed the
lowest loss rate for chinking stones (0.5%) and
masonry blocks (0.2%) during the 5-year monitoring
period. The fact that 2002 was an extreme drought year
would support the contention that natural processes
have had a great effect on the deterioration of the site.

Traditional Cultural Properties Consultation
Comprehensive Plan. In 2002, the cultural resources
team continued to assist the DOE/LAAOQO in implement-
ing the Traditional Cultural Properties Consultation
Comprehensive Plan. This plan provides the framework
to open government-to-government consultations
between the DOE/LAAO and interested Native
American tribal organizations on identifying, protect-
ing, and gaining access to traditional cultural proper-
ties, while maintaining confidentiality of sensitive
information. Laboratory personnel held consultation
meetings with San lldefonso Pueblo and with the Hopi
Tribe in 2002.

Land Conveyance and Transfer. In 2002, the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the
New Mexico SHPO, Los Alamos County, and the San
Ildefonso Pueblo implemented a programmatic
agreement for the transfer of lands from federal
ownership. In support of this effort, the cultural
resources team finalized a data-recovery plan for
excavations at selected archaeological sites on lands
being transferred to the County of L os Alamos and
prepared a cultural affiliation study of LANL lands, as
required under the NAGPRA.. The team also prepared,
in consultation with San Ildefonso Pueblo representa-
tives, an Intentional Excavation Comprehensive
Agreement in support of NAGPRA. With the assistance
of tribal monitors from San I1defonso Pueblo, Labora-
tory personnel also performed archaeological data-
recovery excavations at eight sites.

Cerro Grande Fire Recovery. The cultura
resources team finalized a report assessing fire damage
of approximately 7,500 acres of LANL property burned
during the May 2000 Cerro Grande fire. The team
field-assessed 470 historic properties, both ancient and
historic, within the burned area: fire-related damage
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occurred on 340 of them. A team from the pueblos of
San Ildefonso and Santa Clara selected 116 of the
most heavily impacted ancient sites for rehabilitation
evaluation. The LANL pueblo rehabilitation assess-
ment team recommended a number of specific
treatments, including placing of wattles, filling of
stump holes, removing and slashing of hundreds of
trees and snags, reseeding with native vegetation, and
constructing fences around sites vulnerable to normal
and emergency Laboratory operations. The team aso
assessed and documented some historic buildings and
structures that would be scheduled for decontamina-
tion and decommissioning activities in support of the
Cerro Grande Rehabilitation Project.

12. Biological Resourcesincluding Floodplain
and Wetland Protection

a. ComplianceActivities. During 2002, the
RRES biology team reviewed 1,098 proposals and 922
excavation-permit proposals for Laboratory activities
and projects that have potential impact on biological
resources, including federally listed threatened and
endangered (T& E) species. These reviews evaluate the
amount of previous development or disturbance at the
site, determine the presence of wetlands or floodplains
in the project area, and determine whether habitat
evaluations or species-specific surveys are needed. Of
the total reviews, we identified 275 projects that
required habitat-evaluation surveys to assess whether
the appropriate habitat types and parameters were
present to support any threatened or endangered
species. The team identified 109 projects as having
floodplains or wetlands issues. As part of the standard
surveys associated with the Threatened and Endan-
gered Species Habitat Management Plan, the biology
team conducted approximately 30 species-specific
surveys to determine the presence or absence of
threatened or endangered species at LANL.

b. Biological Resource Compliance Docu-
ments. In 2002, the biology team prepared 15 biologi-
cal resource documents, such as biological assess-
ments, biological evaluations, floodplains and
wetlands assessments, and other compliance docu-
ments. Compliance packages were written in support
of the original Security Bypass Road Project, the Los
Alamos Gas Line Project, and the Pgjarito Gas Line
Project. The team determined that all projects may
affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, the
Mexican spotted owl and the bald eagle and will have
no effect on any other T& E species. In addition to the
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compliance packages, the Laboratory produced four
independent floodplai ns/wetlands assessments for the
TA 18-22 Bypass Road Project, the Disposition of the
Cerro Grande Fire Flood and Sediment Retention
Structure Project, the installation of a multiple perme-
able reactive barrier in Mortandad Canyon, and an
access-control and traffic-improvement project. Site
plans were successfully used to further evaluate and
manage the threatened and endangered species that
occupy DOE/L aboratory property.

c. Effects of the Drought. During 2002, the
continuing effects of the Cerro Grande fire of 2000
were dramatically worsened by the effects of aregional
drought. Specificaly, in late 2002 bark-beetle infesta-
tions killed large numbers of ponderosa pine and pifion
pine trees throughout the Southwest, including on
LANL property. In some stands, more than 90% of the
pines were lost. At this time, biology team personnel
can only speculate on the ecological consequences of
this drought-induced tree loss; but with our enhanced
monitoring capability, analysts will be more able to
evaluate the effects on sensitive species.

C. Current Issues and Actions
1. Compliance Agreements

a. New M exico Hazar dous-Waste-M anage-
ment-Regulations Compliance Orders. On June 25,
1998, the Laboratory received CO-98-02 that alleged
two violations of the NM Hazardous-Waste-M anage-
ment Regulations. The disputed matter involved
storage of gas cylindersat LANL's TA-21. The NMED
proposed civil penalties of more than $950,000. The
Laboratory filed its answer to the CO on August 10,
1998, meeting the compliance schedule by demonstrat-
ing that all gas cylinders had been disposed of prop-
erly. This CO was resolved during 2002 with a negoti-
ated settlement of $165,000.

On December 21, 1999, the L aboratory received
C0-99-03. This CO dealt with alleged deficiencies the
NMED Hazardous and Radioactive Materials Bureau
discovered during a 5-month inspection that took place
in 1997. The inspection was called “wall-to-wall”
because NMED personnel walked every space at the
L aboratory—storage areas, |aboratories, hallways,
stairwells, and areas surrounding buildings—looking
for improperly stored hazardous chemicals. Twenty-
nine deficiencies were alleged with more than $1 mil-
lion in proposed penalties. During the year 2000, the
Laboratory prepared and submitted its response to the
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CO and requested a hearing. Negotiations continued
during 2001 and 2002. Agreement was reached on a
$190,200 penalty, and the CO was resolved in Decem-
ber 2002.

The Laboratory received CO-99-01 on December
28, 1999, in response to an NMED inspection con-
ducted August 10-September 18, 1998. The inspection
team visited approximately 544 sites at the Labora-
tory. The CO alleged 30 violations. Total penalties
proposed were almost $850,000. In 2000, the Labora-
tory prepared and submitted its response to the CO
and requested a hearing. Negotiations to resolve this
CO were expected to begin in 2003.

b. Notice of Violation. On October 9, 2001, the
NMED issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) to UC and
DOE. ThisNOV arrived after a 2001 RCRA hazard-
ous-waste-compliance inspection (April 23 to the end
of August 2001). The NOV identified 18 categories of
violations, each with 1 or more instances of alleged
noncompliance. The types of issues described ranged
from waste determinations, generator’s control of
waste, excessive waste storage time, incompatible
chemical storage, training, emergency response, waste
manifesting, mixed-waste management under the site
treatment plan, waste piles, and release prevention.
The response of the UC and the DOE to the NOV was
provided to the NMED on February 4, 2002.

c. NMED Order. The NMED issued a draft
order to UC/DOE in May 2002 requiring extensive
site investigating and monitoring based on allegations
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of imminent and substantial endangerment. The UC
and the DOE provided extensive comments on the
draft by July 31, 2002. The NMED issued afinal order
in November 2002, and negotiations are ongoing.

D. Consent Decree

1. Clean Air Act Consent Decree/Settlement
Agreement

During 1997, the DOE and the Laboratory entered
into a consent decree and a settlement agreement to
resolve alawsuit that the Concerned Citizens for
Nuclear Safety had filed. The lawsuit, filed in 1994,
alleged that the Laboratory was not in full compliance
with the CAA Radionuclide NESHAP, 40 CFR 61,
Subpart H. The third independent audit of the
Laboratory’s radionuclide NESHAP program was
conducted in 2002. The auditor found the Laboratory
in compliance with the radionuclide NESHAP
standard for 2001. The auditor a so concluded that
there were no substantive deficiencies requiring
corrective actions that justified having a fourth audit
under the consent decree. Therefore, the auditor
determined that the audit requirements under the
consent decree had been met and were concluded.
Thiswas the final action required under the consent
decree and settlement agreement, so the Laboratory’s
responsibilities in this matter were completed in 2002.
The provisions of the decree and agreement are
described in detail at http://www.lanl.gov/orgs/rres/
mag/ConsentDecree.htm.
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A. Overview of Radiological Dose Equivalents

Radiological dose equivalents presented here are
calculated using standard methods. The “ effective dose
equivalent” (EDE), referred to here as “dose,” is
calculated using “radiation weighting factors’ and
“tissue weighting factors’ to adjust for the various
types of radiation and the various tissues in the body.
The final result, measured in mrem, is a measure of the
overall risk to an individual, whether from external
radiation or contact with radioactive material. For
example, 1 mrem of gammaradiation is effectively
equivalent to 1 mrem from inhalation of plutonium.

Federal government standards limit the dose that the
public may receive from Los Alamos National Labora-
tory (LANL or the Laboratory) operations. The
Department of Energy (DOE) (DOE 1993) public dose
[imit to any individual is 100 mrem/year received from
all pathways (i.e., all waysin which people can be
exposed to radiation, such as inhalation, ingestion, and
direct radiation). The dose received from airborne
emissions of radionuclidesis further restricted by the
dose standard of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) of 10 mrem/year, which is codified in the Code
of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 61, EPA 1986). These
doses are in addition to exposures from natural
background, consumer products, and medical sources.
Doses from public water supplies are also limited
according to the Clean Water Act, either by established
maximum contaminant levels for some radionuclides
or by dose (4 mrem/year for man-made radionuclides,
beta/photon emitters) (EPA 2000). (See Appendix A.)

B. Public Dose Calculations

1. Scope

The objective of our dose calculationsis to report
incremental (above background) doses caused by
LANL operations. Therefore, we don’t include dose
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contributions from radionuclides present in our natural
environment or from radioactive fallout. Annual radia-
tion doses to the public are evaluated for three principal
exposure pathways: inhalation, ingestion, and direct (or
external) radiation. We calculate doses for the follow-
ing cases.

(1) theentire population within 80 km of the
Laboratory;

(2) themaximally exposed individual (MEI) who is
not on LANL/DOE property (referred to as the
off-site MEI);

(3) theon-site MEI, defined as a member of the
public who is on LANL/DOE property, such as
Pajarito Road,;

(4) residencesin LosAlamos and White Rock; and
(5) firewood released from LANL.

The doses for cases 1 and 2 for the past 5 years are
shown in Figures 3-1 and 3-2.

2. General Considerations

We use the standard methods recommended by
federal agenciesto determine radiation doses (DOE
1988a, 1988b, 1991; EPA 1988, 1993, 1997; and NRC
1977). We begin with measurements and extend these
with calculations using the standard methods that are
used worldwide.

Aswe discuss in Section D, the dose rate from natu-
rally occurring radioactivity is about 400 mrem/year. It
is extremely difficult to measure doses from LANL that
are less than 0.1% of natural doses. As the dose rates
become smaller, the estimates become less certain and
less significant. Generally, we conclude that a dose rate
less than 0.1 mrem/year is essentialy zero.

a. Direct Radiation Exposure. Direct radiation
from gammas or neutrons is measured at more than 100
locations near LANL (Chapter 4 Section C). Doses
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Figure 3-1. Trend of collective dose (person-rem) to the population within 80 km of LANL.
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Figure 3-2. Trend of dose (mrem) to the maximally exposed individual (MEI).
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above natural background were observed near TA-18,
TA-53, and TA-54.

To receive a measurable dose, a member of the
public must be within afew hundred meters of the
source, e.g., on Pgjarito Road. At distances more than
1 km, the inverse-square law combined with scatter-
ing and attenuation in the air reduces the dose to
much less than 0.1 mrem/year, which cannot be
distinguished from natural background radiation. In
practice, this means the only significant dose from
direct radiation is on Pajarito Road near TA-18
(Section C.3 of this chapter.)

To estimate the dose to the public, we combine the
measurements of gamma and neutron dose with an
occupancy factor. The measurements reported in
Chapter 4 would apply to an individual who is at the
particular location continuously, i.e., 24 hours/day
and 365 days/year. We follow standard guidance and
assume continuous occupancy for residences and
places of business. For locations such as Pgjarito
Road, we multiply the measured dose by an occu-
pancy factor of 1/16 (NCRP 1976).

b. Airborne Radioactivity (Inhalation
Pathway). At distances more than afew hundred
meters from LANL sources, the dose to the public is
almost entirely from airborne radioactive material.
Whenever possible, we use the direct measurements
of airborne radioactivity concentrations measured by
AIRNET and reported in Chapter 4 Section A. All of
these measurements result in an annual dose to a
member of the public that is 0.1 mrem or less. Where
local concentrations are too small to measure, we
calculate the doses using the standard model CAP88
that combines source-term information with meteoro-
logical datato estimate where the released radioactive
material went.

Some of the nuclide emissions from Los Alamos
Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) are not measured
by AIRNET. These are measured at the stacks (Chap-
ter 4, Section B) and the resulting doses are calcu-
lated by CAP88 (Chapter 3, Section C). Because the
radioactive half-lives are short, these doses decrease
steeply with distance; e.g., the annual doseis
1.7 mrem at East Gate 1 km to the north of LANSCE
and isless than 0.01 mrem at alocation in
LosAlamos 5 km to the west-north-west.

c. Water (Ingestion Pathway). We report
measurements of radionuclide concentrationsin
ground water in Chapters 5 and surface water and
sediments in Chapter 6. For all radionuclides except
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uranium, the doses were less than 0.1 mrem/year.
Natural uranium in the drinking water contributes a
dose of about 0.1 mrem/year in Los Alamos County
and more in parts of the Rio Grande valley. We
conclude that the LANL contribution to the drinking-
water dose is too small to measure and is much less
than 0.1 mrem/year.

d. Sail (Direct Exposure Pathway). We report
measurements of radionuclide concentrationsin
surface soil in Chapter 7. The dose from the cesium-
137 and strontium-90 concentrations is on the order of
0.1 mrem/year, but all or almost all are from global
fallout and not from LANL. The tritium is mainly
from three sources: cosmic rays, nuclear weapons
testing, and LANL; however, the total dose from
tritium is about of 0.01 mrem/year. Similarly, the
transuranics may include a small contribution from
LANL, but the dose is much less than 0.01 mrem/year.
Finally, the isotopic mixture of uranium is consistent
with natural uranium. In summary, we conclude that
the LANL contribution to dose from soil istoo small
to measure and is less than 0.1 mrem/year.

e. Food (Ingestion Pathway). We report
measurements of the radioactive content of foodsin
Chapter 8. The results are similar to those reported in
previous years. Tritium concentrations near the LANL
perimeter are measurably higher than regional
concentrations, but the resulting doses are far below
0.1 mrem/year. The concentrations of other nuclides
are consistent with global fallout, and the resulting
doses are also far below 0.1 mrem/year. We conclude
that the LANL contribution to the food dose istoo
small to measure and is much less than 0.1 mrem/year.

f. Release of Items. The Laboratory releases
miscellaneous surplus items of salvageable office and
scientific equipment to the general public. The
requirements for release of such items are found in
Laboratory Implementation Requirement L1R-402-
700-01.0, “Occupational Radiation Protection.
Chapter 14, Part 3. Releasing Items.” In keeping with
the principle of maintaining radiation dose levelsto
“AsLow As Reasonably Achievable,” it is Laboratory
policy to not release any items with residual radioac-
tivity. According to the best of our knowledge, thereis
no additional dose to the general public through the
release of items for uncontrolled use by the general
public.

On arelated topic, in Section C.5 we calculate the
dose to users of firewood released from LANL and
concludeit is essentially zero.
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C. Dose Calculations and Results
1. Population within 80 Kilometers

We used the local population distribution to
calculate the dose from Laboratory operations during
2002 to the population within 80 km (50 miles) of
LANL. Approximately 280,000 persons live within an
80-km radius of the Laboratory. We used county
population estimates provided by the University of
New Mexico Bureau of Business and Economic
Research. These statistics are available at
http: //mww.unm.edu/~bber/.

The collective dose from Laboratory operationsis
the sum of the estimated doses for each member of the
public within an 80-km radius of LANL; for example,
if two persons each receive 3 mrem the collective dose
is 6 person-mrem. This dose results from airborne
radioactive emissions; other potential sources, such as
direct radiation, are essentially zero. We calculated the
collective dose by modeling the transport of radioac-
tive air emissions using CAP88, an atmospheric
dispersion and dose calculation computer code.

The 2002 collective population dose attributable to
Laboratory operations to persons living within 80 km
of the Laboratory was 1.4 person-rem, which com-
pares with 1.6 person-rem reported for 2001. Tritium
contributed about 70% of the dose and short-lived air
activation products such as carbon-11, nitrogen-13,
and oxygen-15 from LANSCE contributed about 25%.

No observable health effect is expected from these
doses.

2. Off-Site Maximally Exposed Individual

The off-site maximally exposed individual (MEI) is
a hypothetical member of the public who, while not on
DOE/LANL property, received the greatest dose from
LANL operations. The location of the off-site MEI
was at East Gate along State Road 502 entering the
east side of Los Alamos County. East Gate is normally
the location of greatest exposure because of its
proximity to LANSCE. During LANSCE operations,
short-lived positron emitters, such as carbon-11,
nitrogen-13, and oxygen-15, are released from the
stacks and diffuse from the buildings. These emitters
release photon radiation as they decay, producing a
potential radiation dose.

We modeled the dose from LANSCE and from the
LANL stacks using CAP88, an atmospheric dispersion
and dose calculation computer code. The CAP88-
modeled doses were 1.3 mrem from the LANSCE
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stack, 0.1 mrem from LANSCE diffuse emissions, and
0.2 mrem from other LANL stacks. To this total, we
add 0.1 mrem from the radionuclides measured at the
AIRNET station, primarily from tritium (Jacobson
2003).

The total annual dose, 1.7 mrem, isfar below the
applicable standards; and we conclude it causes no
observable health effects.

3. On-Site Maximally Exposed I ndividual

The on-site MEI is amember of the public on
Pajarito Road who passes LANL TA-18.

Dosimeters that are sensitive to neutron and photon
radiation are located on Pajarito Road. We collected
data continuously throughout 2002 (Chapter 4,
Section C), and these data allow usto calculate doses
that might have been received by members of the
public. After subtracting the dose from natural back-
ground, the total dose (during 24 hours aday and
365 days a year) was 16 mrem. Following the guidance
of the NCRP (NCRP 1976) we multiplied this total by
1/16 to account for occupancy (an occupancy factor of
1/16 corresponds to an average of half an hour of
exposure every 8-hour workday). This calculation
indicates a dose of 1 mrem to a member of the public
on Pgjarito Road during 2002. All other pathways,
including CAP88 calculations for the air pathway, add
less than 0.1 mrem to the calculated dose. Thisdoseis
about 1% of the DOE public all-pathway dose limit of
100 mrem.

4. Doses in Los Alamos and White Rock

We used the AIRNET data (reported in Chapter 4,
Section A) to calculate the average air concentrations
for the 21 perimeter stations near Los Alamos and
White Rock and subtracted the concentrations at the 4
regional stations. These concentrations were converted
to doses using the factors in DOE 1988b. To these
doses, we added the contributions from LANSCE,
calculated using CAP88 for 2 representative locations:
5 km west-north-west of LANSCE in Los Alamos and
6.8 km southeast of LANSCE in White Rock.

a. Los Alamos. During 2002, the measurable
contributions to the dose at an average Los Alamos
residence were as follows: 0.007 mrem from LANSCE,
0.007 mrem from plutonium, 0.000 mrem from
americium, and 0.003 mrem from tritium. These add to
0.017 mrem. All other nuclides contribute less than
0.001 mrem.
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b. White Rock. During 2002, the measurable
contributions to the dose at an average White Rock
residence were as follows: 0.006 mrem from LANSCE,
0.013 mrem from plutonium, 0.006 mrem from ameri-
cium, and 0.001 mrem from tritium. These add to
0.026 mrem. All other nuclides contribute less than
0.001 mrem.

The contributions from direct radiation, food, water,
and soil were discussed in Chapter 3, Section B.2; each
was too small to measure. In summary, the total annual
dose from all pathways was less than 0.1 mrem. No
observable health effect is expected from these doses.

5. Firewood from Laboratory Property

In this section, we discuss the doses to users of the
firewood that was cut as part of the LANL tree-thinning
and fire-prevention project. The distribution of firewood
is subject to LANL 2001. According to the procedure,
all potentially contaminated trees are retained on LANL
property.

We have measured the potential contamination in
LANL trees. The most recent LANL report is Gonzales
et al. 2001, which finds that the highest concentrations
of contamination occur in wood ash because the ashing
process concentrates some elements by about a factor
of 100. The cesium-137 concentrations of approxi-
mately 1-10 pCi/g ash are typical worldwide and are a
result of global fallout. We conclude that all or almost
all the radioactivity reported in the table below is from
global fallout.

Table 3-1 summarizes the typical concentrations and
doses from burning the firewood, spreading the wood
ash on agricultural land, and eating the food grown on
this land according to a standard residential farmer
scenario.

Thus, the dose associated with firewood and wood
ash is about 0.1 mrem/year or less, and amost noneis
aresult of LANL operations.

D. Estimation of Radiation Dose Equivalentsfor
Naturally Occurring Radiation

In this section we discuss the LANL contribution
relative to natural radiation and radioactive materials
in the environment (NCRP 1975, 19873, 1987h).

External radiation comes from two sources that are
approximately equal: cosmic radiation from space and
terrestrial gamma radiation from radionuclides natu-
rally in the environment. Doses from cosmic radiation
range from 50 mrem/year at lower elevations near the
Rio Grande to about 90 mrem/year in the mountains.
Doses from terrestrial radiation range from about 50
to 150 mrem/year depending on the amounts of natu-
ral uranium, thorium, and potassium in the soil.

The largest dose from radioactive material is from
the inhalation of naturally occurring radon and its
decay products, which contribute about 200 mrem/
year. An additional 40 mrem/year results from natu-
rally occurring radioactive materials in the body, pri-
marily potassium-40, which is present in all food and
inall living cells.

In addition, members of the US population receive
an average dose of 50 mrem/year from medical and
dental uses of radiation, 10 mrem/year from man-
made products such as stone or adobe walls, and less
than 1 mrem/year from global fallout from nuclear-
weapons tests (NCRP 1987a). Therefore, the total
annual dose from sources other than LANL approxi-
mately 300-500 mrem. The estimated L ANL -attribut-
able 2002 dose to the MEI, 1.7 mrem, is about 0.5%
this dose.

Table 3-1. Radionuclide Concentrations and Potential Doses for Wood Ash

Radionuclide Wood-Ash Concentration Potential Dose
40K (natural) 100 pCi/g 0.1 mrem/yr
37ce 10 pCi/g 0.01 mrem/yr
0g 4 pCilg 0.01 mrem/yr
241Am 0.2 pCi/g 0.001 mrem/yr
239py 0.5 pCi/g 0.0001 mrem/yr
238py 0.03 pCi/g 0.00001 mrem/yr
238y 0.1 pCi/g 0.00001 mrem/yr

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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E. Effect to an Individual from Laboratory
Operations

Health effects from radiation exposure have been
observed in humans at doses in excess of 10 rem
(10,000 mrem). However, doses to the public from
LANL operations are much smaller. According to the
1996 Position Statement of the Health Physics
Society (HPS 1996) “Below 10 rem, risks of health
effects are either too small to be observed or are
nonexistent.” Therefore, the doses reported here are
not expected to cause observable health effects.

F. Biota Dose Assessment

In 2002, the DOE established radiological dose
rate limits for the protection of non-human biota:
0.1 rad/day for terrestrial wildlife and 1 rad/day for
terrestrial plants and aguatic organisms (DOE 2002).
At the same time, the department published Biota
Concentration Guides (BCGs) for individual
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radionuclides; the BCGs represent environmental
media concentrations that are equivalent to the dose
rate limits. For multiple radionuclides, the sum of the
ratios of measured values to the corresponding BCGs
is computed, and, if this sum of the ratios exceeds 1,
the limit is exceeded. We calculated a sum of ratios for
terrestrial wildlife of 0.02 in the areas of highest soil
concentration measured in 2002 (Supplemental Data
Table S3-1). Thisiswell below the target value of 1.
For aguatic organisms, we calculated a value of

about 1. The measured values used here were in
samples taken immediately below the TA-50 outfall,
which discharges radioactive liquid waste. Water
concentrations are much smaller elsewhere, and the
outfall area does not provide good habitat for aquatic
life. We conclude that environmental concentrations of
radionuclides pose no threat to the health of nonhu-
man biota inhabiting the Laboratory’s environs.
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A. Ambient Air Sampling (Craig Eberhart)

1. Introduction

The radiological air-sampling network, referred to
asAIRNET, measures environmental levels of
airborne radionuclides, such as plutonium, americium,
uranium, tritium, and activation products, that may be
released from Los Alamos National Laboratory
(LANL or the Laboratory) operations. Natural
atmospheric and fallout radioactivity levels fluctuate
and affect measurements made by the Laboratory’s
air-sampling program. Most of the regional airborne
radioactivity come from the following sources: (1)
fallout from past atmospheric nuclear weapons tests
conducted by several countries, (2) natural radioactive
constituents in particulate matter (such as uranium and
thorium), (3) terrestrial radon diffusion out of the
earth and its subsequent decay products, and (4)
material formation from interactions with cosmic
radiation (for example, natural tritiated water vapor
produced by interactions of cosmic radiation and
common atmospheric gases). Table 4-1 summarizes
regional levels of radioactivity in the atmospheere for
the past 5 years, which can be useful in interpreting
current air sampling data.

Particulate matter in the atmosphereis primarily
caused by aerosolized soil. Windy, dry days can
increase soil entrainment, but precipitation (rain or
snow) can wash particulate matter out of the air.
Conseguently, changing meteorological conditions
often cause large daily and seasonal fluctuationsin
airborne radioactivity concentrations. Natural events

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

can also have major impacts: during 2000, the Cerro
Grande fire dramatically increased short-term ambient
concentrations of particulate matter (ESP 2001).

Risk Reduction and Environmental Stewardship
Division Meteorology and Air Quality Group (RRES-
MAQ) personnel compare ambient air concentrations,
as calculated from the AIRNET sample measurements,
with environmental -compliance standards or work-
place-exposure standards, depending on the location
of the sampler. The group usually compares annual
concentrations in areas accessible to the public with
the 10 mrem equivalent concentration established by
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (EPA
1989). Concentrations in controlled access areas are
usually compared with Department of Energy (DOE)
Derived Air Concentrations (DACs) for workplace
exposure (DOE 1988a) because access to these areas
isgenerally limited to workers with a need to bein the
controlled area.

2. Air-Monitoring Network

During 2002, the Laboratory operated approxi-
mately 50 environmental air samplers to sample
radionuclides by collecting water vapor and particu-
late matter. AIRNET sampling locations (Figures 4-1
through 4-3) are categorized as follows: (1) regional,
(2) pueblo, (3) perimeter, (4) decontamination and
decommissioning (D& D) samplers (for areas where
the sources are primarily D&D operations), (5)
Technical Area (TA) -15 and TA-36, (6) TA-54, or (7)
other on-site locations.
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Table 4-1. Aver age Background Concentrations of Radioactivity in the Regional®

Atmosphere
EPA
Concentration Annual Aver ages®

Units LimitP 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
GrossAlpha fCi/m3 NAd 0.8 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.8
GrossBeta  fCi/m3 NA 124 134 130 139 133
Tritiume pCi/m3 1,500 0.5 0.5 0.8 01 -01
90gy fCi/m3 19 0.004
238py aCi/m3 2,100 0.1 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
239,240py aCi/m3 2,000 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.3
241Am aCi/m3 1,900 0.3 -0.2 0.3 -0.2 0.3
234y aCi/m3 7,700 12.9 161 171 179 217
235y aCi/m3 7,100 0.9 1.2 0.9 13 24
238y aCi/m3 8,300 12.8 152 159 177 218

aData from regional air-sampling stations operated by LANL during the last 5 years

(Locations can vary by year.)
bEach EPA limit equals 10 mrem/yr.

CGross apha and beta annual averages are calculated from gross air concentrations. All other
annual averages are calculated from net air concentrations.

dNA = not available.

€Tritium annual averages have been corrected for the tritium lost to bound water in the silicagel media.

3. Sampling Procedures, Data M anagement, and
Quality Assurance

a. Sampling Procedures. Generally, each
AIRNET sampler continuously collects particul ate
matter and water-vapor samples for approximately
2 weeks per sample. Particulate matter is collected on
47-mm polypropylene filters at airflow rates of about
0.11 m3 per minute. The vertically mounted canisters
each contain about 135 g of silica gel with an airflow
rate of about 0.0002 m3 per minute; the gel collects the
water-vapor samples. Thissilicagel isdried in adrying
oven to remove most residual water before being used
in the field. The gel is a desiccant that removes
moisture from the sampled air; the moistureis then
distilled, condensed, collected as aliquid, and shipped
to the analytical laboratory. The AIRNET project plan
(ESH-17 2000) and the numerous procedures through
which the plan is implemented provide details about
the sampl e collection, sample management, chemical
analysis, and data management activities.
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b. Data Management. Using a palm-held
microcomputer, RRES-MAQ personnel recorded
electronically in the field the 2002 sampling data,
including timer readings, volumetric airflow rates at the
start and stop of the sampling period, and comments
pertaining to these data. We later transferred these data
to an electronic table format within the AIRNET
Microsoft Access database.

c. Analytical Chemistry. A commercial labora-
tory analyzed each 2002 particul ate-matter filter for
gross apha and gross beta activities. These filters were
also grouped across sites, designated as “ clumps,” and
analyzed for gamma-emitting radionuclides. For 2002,
clumps ranged from six to nine filters. Gamma-emitting
radionuclides were also measured at each Federal
Facilities Compliance Agreement station by grouping
the filters collected each quarter. To prepare a quarterly
composite for isotopic analyses for each AIRNET
station, the group combined half-filters from the six or
seven sampling periods at each site during the quarter.
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Analysts dissolved these composites, separated them
chemically, and then analyzed for isotopes of ameri-
cium, plutonium, and uranium using alpha spectros-
copy. Every 2 weeks, water was distilled from the
silicagel that had been used to collect water vapor in
thefield. A commercial laboratory used liquid
scintillation spectrometry to analyze this distillate for
tritium. All analytical procedures meet the require-
ments of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 61,
Appendix B. The AIRNET project plan provides a
summary of the target minimum detectable activity
(MDA) for the biweekly and quarterly samples.

d. Laboratory Quality Control Samples. For
2002, the RRES-MAQ and the contractor analytical
laboratories maintained a program of blank, spike,
duplicate, and replicate analyses. This program
provided information on the quality of the data
received from analytical chemistry laboratories. The
chemistry met the quality assurance (QA) require-
ments for the AIRNET program.

4. Ambient Air Concentrations

a. Explanation of Reported Concentrations.
Tables 4-2 through 4-13 summarize the ambient air
concentrations calculated from the field and anal ytical
data. Data from individual sites are given in Tables
$4-1 though S$4-10 in the Data Supplement. The
number of measurementsis normally equal to the
number of samples analyzed. The number of measure-
ments less than the uncertainty is the number of
calculated net air concentrations that are less than
their individual propagated net 2 standard deviations
(std dev) analytical uncertainties. These concentra-
tions are defined as “ not having measurable amounts
of the material of interest.” The MDAs are the levels
that the instrumentation could detect under ideal
conditions. All AIRNET concentrations and doses are
total measurements without any type of regional
background subtractions. However, the air concentra-
tions include corrections for radioactivity from the
filter material and the analytical process. The net
concentrations are usually somewhat lower because
small amounts of radioactivity are present in the filter
material, the acids used to dissolve the filter, and the
tracers added to determine recovery efficiencies. The
net uncertainties include the variation added by
correcting for the blank measurements.

All datain thisAIRNET section, whether in the
tables or the text, that are expressed as a value plus or
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minus () another value represent a 95% confidence
interval. Because these confidence intervals are
calculated with data from multiple sites and through-
out the year, they include not only random measure-
ment and analytical errors but also seasonal and
spatial variations. As such, the calculated 95%
confidence intervals are overestimated for the average
concentrations and probably represent confidence
intervals that approach 100%. All ambient concentra-
tions are activity concentrations per actual cubic meter
of sampled air. It should be noted that some valuesin
the tables are negative. See Appendix B for an
explanation of negative values.

b. GrossAlpha and Gross Beta Radioactivity.
We use gross alpha and gross beta analyses primarily
(2) to evaluate general radiological air quality, (2) to
identify potential trends, and (3) to detect sampling
problems. If the gross analytical results appear to be
elevated, then immediate analyses for specific
radionuclides may be performed to investigate a
potential problem, such as an unplanned release.

The National Council on Radiation Protection and
M easurements (NCRP) estimated the national average
concentration of long-lived gross apha activity in air
to be 2 femtocuries (fCi)/m?3. The primary alpha
activity is caused by polonium-210 (a decay product
of radon) and other naturally occurring radionuclides
(NCRP 1975, NCRP 1987). The NCRP also estimated
national average concentration levels of long-lived
gross beta activity in air to be 20 fCi/m3. The presence
of lead-210 and bismuth-210 (also decay products of
radon) and other naturally occurring radionuclidesis
the primary cause of this activity.

In 2002, we collected and analyzed more than
1,300 air samples for gross alpha and gross beta
activity. The annual means for all of the stations are
less than half of the NCRP's estimated average
(2 fCi/m3) for gross alpha concentrations (Table 4-2).
At least two factors contribute to these seemingly
lower concentrations: the use of actual sampled air
volumes instead of standard temperature and pressure
(STP) volumes and the burial of alpha emittersin the
filter that are not measured by front-face counting.
Gross alpha activity is dependent on variationsin
natural conditions, such as atmospheric pressure,
atmospheric mixing, temperature, and, soil moisture.

Table 4-3 shows gross beta concentrations within
and around the Laboratory. These data show variabil-
ity similar to the gross alpha concentrations. All of the
annual averages are below 20 fCi/m3, the NCRP-
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Table 4-2. Airborne Long-Lived GrossAlpha Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence
Station Location Measurements ~ <Uncertainty (fCi/m3) (fCi/m3) (fCi/m3) Interval®
Regional 0 152 0.31 0.75 +0.05
Pueblo 0 151 0.46 0.77 +0.07
Perimeter 0 1.79 0.22 0.70 +0.02
TA-15 and TA-36 0 1.63 0.23 0.67 +0.06
Dand D 0 1.33 0.32 0.75 +0.05
TA-54 Area G 0 7.43 0.34 0.84 +0.07
Other on-site 0 1.71 0.25 0.72 +0.04

Concentration Guidelines

Concentration guidelines are not available for gross alpha concentrations.

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.

Table 4-3. Airborne Long-Lived Gross Beta Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (fCi/m3) (fFCi/m3) (fCi/m3)  Interval@
Regional 98 0 255 8.1 13.3 +0.6
Pueblo 51 0 25.9 51 13.2 +1.0
Perimeter 673 0 225 2.6 12.0 +0.2
TA-15 and TA-36 78 0 17.8 9.0 12.2 +0.5
Dand D 85 0 19.1 5.3 12.6 +0.5
TA-54 Area G 234 0 215 2.6 12.1 +0.4
Other on-site 128 0 19.3 8.2 12.1 +0.4

Concentration Guidelines

Concentration guidelines are not available for gross beta concentrations.

a95% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the group.
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estimated national average for beta concentrations, but
the gross beta measurements include little if any lead-
210 because of its low-energy beta emission. We also
calculate the gross beta measurements on the actual
sampled air volumes instead of STP volumes. The
primary source of measured gross beta activity in the
particulate matter samplesis the bismuth-210 in the
radon-222 decay chain.

Gross alpha and beta activitiesin air exhibit
considerable temporal variability as shown in Figures
4-4 and 4-5. Variability among sites within AIRNET is
usually much less than variability over time. However,
as shown in Figure 4-4, Site 45 at the eastern side of
Area G had much higher gross alpha measurements
during February and March 2002. These high concen-
trations led the team to believe that a release may have
occurred at this active waste disposal area. Further
investigation indicated that the likely source was
material-screening to separate larger rocks from
crushed tuff that had been used to bury transuranic
(TRU) waste. A detailed discussion of thisinvestiga-
tionisincluded in Section A.5.

c. Tritium. Tritium is present in the environ-
ment primarily as the result of nuclear weapons tests
and natural production by cosmogenic processes
(Eisenbud and Gesell 1997). We measure the tritium

inwater (HTO or T,0) because the dose impact is
about 14,000 times higher than if it were hydrogen gas
(DOE 1988h).

Water-vapor concentrations in the air and tritium
concentrations in the water vapor were used to
calculate ambient levels of tritium. Corrections for
blanks, bound water in the silica gel, and isotopic
distillation effects are included in this calculation
(ESP 2002).

The annual concentrations for 2002 at the regional
and pueblo stations were not significantly different
from zero (Table 4-4). The average concentration for
the perimeter samplers was significantly greater than
zero as were the average concentrations for all of the
on-site groups. The highest concentrations were
measured at TA-54, Area G. These data indicate that
the Laboratory does produce measurable amounts of
tritium. All annual mean concentrations at all sam-
pling sites were well below the applicable EPA and
DOE guidelines.

The highest off-site annual concentration,

13.2 picocuries (pCi)/m3, was at the Los Alamos
Airport, which is close to TA-21. This concentration is
equivalent to about 1% of the EPA public dose limit.
Emissions from TA-21 were higher in 2002 and
regularly caused concentrations to exceed investiga-
tion levels as described in section A.5 of this chapter.

Contamination from
g Area G identified before

Concentration (fCi/m®)

/ isotopic analysis

May-02

Jul-02 Sep-02 Nov-02 Jan-03

Collection Date

Figure 4-4. Gross alpha measurements (fCi/m3) by sampling site.
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Figure 4-5. Gross beta measurements (fCi/m3) by sampling site.

Table 4-4. Airborne Tritium as Tritiated Water Concentrationsfor 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements ~ <Uncertainty (pCi/m?3) (pCi/m3) (pCi/m3)  Interval?
Regional 98 97 1.9 —3.0° 0.1 +0.2
Pueblo 52 52 1.5 -34 0.1 +0.3
Perimeter 676 233 30.9 -1.9 4.0 +0.3
TA-15 and TA-36 78 35 10.7 -0.1 2.8 +0.5
Dand D 81 7 58.1 1.1 14.6 +2.7
TA-54Area G 240 0 3380.1 3.7 123.7 +56.5
Other on-site 130 37 408.2 -1.2 12.4 +6.5

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived-Air Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 20,000,000 pCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the
group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.
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The RRES-MAQ Group measured elevated concentra-
tions at anumber of on-site stations, with the highest
annual concentration at TA-54, Area G. This annual
mean concentration, 963 pCi/m3, is only 0.005% of
the DOE DAC for worker exposure and is measured
at alocation near shafts containing tritium-contami-
nated waste.

d. Plutonium. While plutonium occurs naturally
at extremely low concentrations from cosmic radiation
and spontaneous fission (Eisenbud and Gesell 1997),
this element is not naturally present in measurable
quantities in the ambient air. All measurable sources
are from plutonium research-and-devel opment
activities, nuclear-weapons production and testing, the
nuclear fuel cycle, and other related activities. With
few exceptions, worldwide fallout from atmospheric
testing of nuclear explosivesis the primary source of
plutonium in ambient air.

The high concentrations for the plutonium isotopes
in Area G and Rocket Park in White Rock are prob-
ably related to the soil-screening operations at TA-54,
as described in section A.5 of this chapter.

The RRES-MAQ environmental air monitoring
team found no detectable concentrations of plutonium-
238 at any of the regional or pueblo sampling sites,
but one perimeter quarterly concentration was above
its uncertainty level (Table 4-5). This detection of
plutonium-238, 2.2 attocuries (aCi)/m3, was measured

the first quarter of 2002 at Rocket Park. As asingle
measurement only 13% higher than its uncertainty,
analytical variability may have caused the detection;
but elevated concentrations of americium-241 and
plutonium-239 in the same sample corroborate that the
measurement isreal. Nine on-site quarterly concentra-
tions were above their uncertainties, with all nine
being at TA-54, Area G. Three of the measurements
were at the station located at the northeast corner of
Area G, which indicates that the concentrations at this
location are quantitative and above background levels.
For the past 3 years, this site has had the highest
concentration of plutonium-238, but site 45 was
higher in 2002 with an annual mean activity of

20.4 aCi/m3, which corresponds to 0.001% of the
DOE DAC for worker exposure.

No detectable concentrations of plutonium-239
were found at any of the regional or pueblo samplers,
but 12 perimeter quarterly concentrations were above
their uncertainty levels (Table 4-6). The highest off-
site annual mean was at Los Alamos Inn-South, with a
concentration of 33 aCi/m?3 or about 2% of the EPA
public dose limit. These higher ambient concentra-
tions are from historical activitiesat LANL's Old
Main Technical Area (TA-1) that deposited plutonium
on the hillside below the Los Alamos Inn. We re-
corded the highest annual on-site concentration for
plutonium-239,-240 at Area G. The concentration was

Table 4-5. Airborne Plutonium-238 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries
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Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3)  Interval@
Regional 15 15 0.6 -0.8b 0.0 +0.2
Pueblo 8 8 0.2 -0.3 0.1 +0.2
Perimeter 104 103 2.2 -0.9 0.1 +0.1
TA-15 and TA-36 12 12 0.5 0.6 -0.2 +0.2
Dand D 17 17 1.1 0.7 0.1 +0.3
TA-54 Area G 36 27 77.0 -0.4 35 +4.3
Other on-site 20 20 1.8 0.6 0.0 +0.2

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived-Air Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 3,000,000 aCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

a95% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.
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Table 4-6. Airborne Plutonium-239,-240 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements — <Uncertainty (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3)  Interval?
Regional 15 15 14 -0.7b 0.3 +0.3
Pueblo 8 8 0.9 -0.6 0.2 +0.5
Perimeter 104 92 88.4 -1.1 2.6 +2.3
TA-15 and TA-36 12 12 0.9 -0.6 -0.1 +0.4
Dand D 17 13 16.2 -0.5 31 +2.4
TA-54 Area G 36 15 2460.2 -0.2 99.8 +138.8
Other on-site 20 20 1.3 -0.8 0.1 +0.2

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 2,000,000 aCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.

Table 4-7. Airborne Americium-241 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easur ements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (aCi/m3) (aCi/m?3) (aCi/m3)  Interval?
Regional 15 15 15 -1.8° 0.25 £0.5
Pueblo 8 8 1.7 -1.1 0.01 +0.9
Perimeter 104 102 28.1 -1.7 0.40 +0.6
TA-15 and TA-36 12 12 25 -1.4 0.02 +0.6
DandD 17 16 45 -1.4 0.66 +0.8
TA-54 Area G 36 21 1340.4 -1.1 52.03 +75.6
Other on-site 20 20 1.6 -1.2 0.08 +0.4

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 2,000,000 aCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.
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643 aCi/m3, which is about 0.03% of the DOE DAC
for workplace exposure.

e. Americium-241. As with the plutonium isotopes,
americium is present in very low concentrations in the
environment (Table 4-7). No detectable concentrations
of americium-241 were measured at any of the
regional or pueblo sampling stations, but two perim-
eter quarterly concentrations were above their uncer-
tainty levels. The highest off-site annual mean was at
Rocket Park, which showed a concentration of
7 aCi/m?3 or about 0.4% of the EPA public dose limit.

Fifteen of the 16 on-site quarterly samples with
detectable concentrations of americium-241 were
measured at Area G. The overall concentration at
Area G was almost 100 times higher than for any
other group of sampling sites, with an average of
52 aCi/m3. The highest annual on-site concentration
was 342 aCi/m? at station 45 in Area G. This concen-
tration is about 0.02% of the DOE DAC for worker
exposure.

f. Uranium. Three isotopes of uranium are
normally found in nature: uranium-234, uranium-235,
and uranium-238. Relative isotopic abundances are
constant and well characterized. Uranium-238 and
uranium-234 are essentially in radioactive equilib-
rium, with a measured uranium-238 to uranium-234
isotopic activity ratio of 0.993 (as calculated from
Walker et al. 1989). Because known LANL uranium
emissions are enriched (excess uranium-234 and -235)

or depleted (excess uranium-238), we can use compari-
sons of isotopic concentrations to estimate LANL
contributions. Using excess uranium-234 to detect the
presence of enriched uranium may not seem suitable
because the enrichment process is usually designed to
increase uranium-235 concentrations. However, the
enrichment process normally increases uranium-234 at
afaster rate than uranium-235, and the dose, in natural
uranium, is about an order of magnitude higher for
uranium-234 than for uranium-235.

All annual mean concentrations of the three uranium
isotopes were well below the applicable EPA and DOE
guidelines (Tables 4-8 through 4-10). The maximum
annual uranium concentrations were at locations with
high dust levels from local soil disturbances such as dirt
roads at the Los Alamos County Landfill and LANL's
TA-54, Area G. Both the regional and pueblo groupings
had higher average concentrations of uranium-234 and
uranium-238 than the perimeter group. The higher
concentrations for the regional and pueblo groups result
from increased particulate matter concentrations
associated with unpaved roads, unpaved parking lots,
and other soil disturbances such as construction
activities and grazing—nbut not any known man-made
sources of uranium.

During 2002, 25 sites had at |east one quarter with
excess uranium-238 as shown in Figure 4-6. We
measured no excess uranium-234 during 2002. These
excess uranium concentrations were identified by
statistically comparing the uranium-234 and

Table 4-8. Airborne Uranium-234 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (aCi/m?3) (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3)  Interval@
Regional 15 1 60.3 2.3 21.7 +9.4
Pueblo 8 0 56.7 8.6 28.2 +12.4
Perimeter 104 18 64.5 1.1 11.8 +1.9
TA-15 and TA-36 12 2 29.7 0.2 11.6 +5.6
Dand D 17 7 21.9 2.6 8.1 +3.0
TA-54 Area G 36 2 94.3 0.5 26.5 +7.7
Other on-site 20 2 23.9 1.7 11.0 +2.8

Concentration Guidelines

DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 20,000,000 aCi/mq. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

895% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
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Table 4-9. Airborne Uranium-235 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3)  Interval@
Regional 15 11 10.1 -0.6° 2.4 +1.7
Pueblo 8 7 3.7 -0.1 1.9 +1.2
Perimeter 104 93 8.3 -1.2 0.9 +0.3
TA-15and TA-36 12 10 39 2.4 1.1 +1.2
Dand D 17 17 2.0 —-2.9 0.2 +0.6
TA-54Area G 36 27 6.1 -1.2 1.9 +0.6
Other on-site 20 18 4.1 -1.4 1.0 +0.6

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 20,000,000 aCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.

Table 4-10. Airborne Uranium-238 Concentrationsfor 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3) (aCi/m3)  Interval®
Regional 15 1 48.3 3.6 21.8 +7.5
Pueblo 8 0 61.7 17.6 33.6 +12.2
Perimeter 104 2 72.0 0.6 15.1 +2.1
TA-15and TA-36 12 0 79.7 9.5 25.7 +134
Dand D 17 5 23.0 -0.4b 10.8 +3.4
TA-54 Area G 36 0 99.9 11.1 31.7 +7.1
Other on-site 20 2 27.3 2.3 15.5 +3.6

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 20,000,000 aCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

295% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.
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Figure 4-6. AIRNET sites with excess isotopic uranium.

uranium-238 concentrations. If the concentrationsin a
sample were more than three standard deviations
apart, the sample was considered to have excess
enriched or depleted uranium. (See Section A.6.)

g. Strontium-90. Strontium-90 is present
worldwide from atmospheric weapons testing and
locally from the historical experiments and nuclear
reactor operations. We began measuring strontium-90
on aselect set of quarterly composites with the first
quarter of 2002. None of the 87 samples collected in
2002 had any detectable concentrations (Table 4-11).

h. Gamma Spectroscopy M easurements. In
2002, RRES-MAQ personnel conducted gamma
spectroscopy measurements on groups of filters
including analyses of “clumps’ (biweekly filters
grouped across sites for a single sampling period) and
quarterly composites (biweekly filters grouped across
time for asingle site). We investigated any measure-
mentother than beryllium-7, potassium-40, and
lead-210) above the MDA because the existing data
indicate that such a measurement is highly unlikely
except after an accidental release. The beryllium-7 and
lead-210 measurements were the only radionuclides
above their MDAS. (See Tables 4-12 and 4-13.)
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5. Investigation of Elevated Air Concentrations

Two action levels have been established to deter-
mine the potential occurrence of an unplanned release:
investigation and alert. Investigation levels are based
on historical measurements and are designed to
indicate that an air concentration is higher than
expected. Alert levels are based on dose and require a
more thorough, immediate follow-up.

In 2002, a number of air sampling values exceeded
action levels. When ameasured air concentration
exceeds an action level, the RRES-MAQ Group
verifies that the cal cul ations were done correctly and
that the sampled air concentrations are likely to be
representative, i.e., that no cross contamination has
taken place. Next, we work with personnel from the
appropriate operations to assess potential sources and
possible mitigation for the elevated concentrations.

Three significant investigations occurred in 2002
and dealt with the following: (1) the number of
samples with depleted uranium (DU) has increased
since the Cerro Grande fire as described in Section
A.6; (2) tritium emissions increased at TA-21 because
of D&D activities; and (3) a soil-screening operation
at TA-54 resuspended plutonium and americium con-
tamination in the air.
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Table 4-11. Airborne Strontium-90 Concentrations for 2002 — Group Summaries

Number of 95%
Number of M easurements Maximum Minimum Mean  Confidence

Station Location Measurements  <Uncertainty (fCi/m3) (fCi/m?3) (fCi/m3)  Interval®
Regional 15 15 0.068 -0.061P 0.004 +0.018
Pueblo 8 8 0.067 —0.003 0.021 +0.011
Perimeter 32 32 0.057 -0.044 0.005 +0.010
TA-15 and TA-36 4 4 0.032 -0.068 —0.003 +0.071
Dand D 8 8 0.040 -0.114 -0.026 +0.053
TA-54 Area G 8 8 0.037 -0.024 0.002 +0.016
Other on-site 12 12 0.052 -0.041 0.002 +0.016

Concentration Guidelines
DOE Derived Air-Concentration (DAC) Guide for workplace exposure is 2,000,000 fCi/m3. See Appendix A,
“Table A-2. Department of Energy’s Derived Concentration Guides for Water and Derived-Air Concentrations.”

a95% confidence intervals are calculated using all calculated sample concentrations from every site within the

group.
bSee Appendix B for an explanation of negative values.

Table 4-12. Airborne Gamma-Emitting Radionuclidesthat are Potentially Released by L ANL Operations

Gamma-Emitting Number of Number of M ean Measured Average MDA asa
Radionuclide Measurements MeasurementssMDA2  (fCi/m3)  Percent of the Required MDA
3As 200 200 <<0.81 0.1
7ps 200 200 <<0.55 0.5
109¢cq 200 200 <<0.03 0.1
5Co 200 200 <<0.14 0.2
60Co 200 200 <<0.28 33.2
134cs 200 200 <<0.25 18.8
137cs 200 200 <<0.23 24.4
4Mn 200 200 <<0.27 2.0
22Na 200 200 <<0.29 222
83Rb 200 200 <<0.52 31
86Rb 200 200 <<4.38 15.6
103Ry 200 200 <<0.25 0.2
5Se 200 200 <<0.23 2.7
657n 200 200 <<0.58 12.8

aMinimum detectable amounts
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Table 4-13. Airborne Concentrations of Gamma-Emitting Radionuclides
that Naturally Occur in Measurable Quantities

Gamma-Emitting Number of Number of M eanP
Radionuclide Measurements MeasurementssSMDA2  (fCi/m?3)
Be 200 0 79.0
210py, 200 3 12.6

aMinimum detectable amounts

bMeasurements that are less than the MDA are not included in the mean.

a. Sites near TA-21 with Tritium Investiga-
tions. During the entire year of 2002, various planned
operations at TA-21 emitted larger-than-normal
quantities of tritium. The two primary facilities,
TA-21-155 and TA-21-2009, together emitted slightly
more than 1,000 curies (Ci) of tritiated water (HTO)
during 2002. This quantity is roughly one and one-half
to three times the typical annual HTO emissions for
these facilitiesin recent years. Consequently, begin-
ning with the biweekly sample period ending May 27,
when biweekly TA-21 HTO emissions began consis-
tently to exceed 30 Ci, AIRNET stations near or in the

prevalent wind directions of TA-21 detected slightly
elevated levels of airborne tritium that exceeded
investigation levels. This pattern persisted throughout
the year (Figure 4-7). This figure shows the 2-week
HTO emissions from TA-21 and the maximum and
average tritium concentrations as measured by nearby
AIRNET samplers. Both maximum and average
ambient tritium concentrations were strongly correlated
with TA-21 emissions, indicating that the samplers
provided sufficient coverage and that TA-21 was the
primary source.

X Measured Emissions

80 = Maximum Air Concentrations
20 X —— Average Air Concentrations
p
60 4 -l NN
X
28 - ~
L
o X
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Figure 4-7. Tritium oxide emissions at TA-21 and nearby ambient concentrations in the

Los Alamos townsite.
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b. Soil Screening at TA-54. In February and
March 2002, soil-sifting activities at Area G caused a
release of measurable quantities of plutonium and
americium into the atmosphere. This soil or overbur-
den had been used to bury TRU waste drums. After
the drums had been exhumed, this soil was sampled
for possible contamination. Apparently pockets of
contamination were not detected by the soil-sampling.
These releases were first detected by the high gross
alpha measurements that were about three times
higher than the action level (Figure 4-4).

The suspected contamination was confirmed by
subsequent al pha spectroscopy of the quarterly
composites and individual half filters (Figure 4-8). All
three quarterly measurements of the transuranic
radionuclides were the highest concentrations ever
measured on a quarterly AIRNET sample. These
values and smaller increases at other Area G samplers
caused upward spikes in the TA-54 concentration
trends (Figure 4-9). In addition to impacting nearby
samplers, the emissions were measured off-site at the
Rocket Park sampling station in White Rock as shown
in Figure 4-10. These measurements are among the
highest ever measured off-site, but summed together
they still only represent about 1.4% of the EPA public
dose limit. Several other detectable concentrations

3000

were above their uncertainties in White Rock, but at
much lower concentrations.

6. Long-Term Trends

a. Uranium. Even though the annual and
quarterly concentrations of uranium isotopes vary,
peak concentrations for all three isotopes occur during
the second quarter of each year (Figure 4-11). Further-
more, since the first quarter of 1998, the uranium-238
concentrations have been consistently higher than the
uranium-234 concentrations, indicating the presence
of DU in some samples. The station at TA-36 was not
included in these averages because of the persistent
and known presence of DU in the samples, as dis-
cussed following.

As shown in Figure 4-6, DU has usually been
detected in at least one sample per quarter—most
notably the first quarters of 1997, 2001, and 2002 and
the fourth quarter of 2002 when significant differences
(3 std dev) were detected in about 25% or more of the
samples. All of the sasmples with DU were collected
on LANL property or within Los Alamos County. In
the 6 years before 2001, we collected only 15 quar-
terly composite samples with excess uranium-238 off-
site. During 2001 and 2002, 18 off-site samples with
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For 2002, these measurements at site 45 are about]
0.05% of the DOE workplace exposure limit.
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Figure 4-8. Site 45 Area G quarterly transuranic concentrations.
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Figure 4-9. Americium and plutonium concentration trends for TA-54, Area G.

90

80 1-- e
—e— Americium-241

70 4 | —#— Plutonium-238
—4— Plutonium-239,-240
I N NN I S

For 2002, these measurements at site 13
are about 1.4% of the EPA public dose limit. | [

50 -

Air Concentration (aCi/m°)

95Q1 96Q1 97Q1 98Q1 99Q1 00Q1 01Q1 02Q1

Quarter

Figure 4-10. Site 13, Rocket Park (White Rock), quarterly transuranic concentrations.
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Figure 4-11. AIRNET quarterly uranium concentrations (network-wide concentrations

excluding site 77).

excess uranium-238 were collected. In addition, the
number of quarterly composites with DU was higher
in 2002 than in 2001—higher than that of any of the
years since isotopic measurements began. Possible
contributing causes include below-average rainfall,
less vegetation and ground cover because of the fire,
fire-mitigation activities, and/or tree-thinning opera-
tions. It should be noted that the off-site concentra-
tions of DU are comparable to or less than historical
natural uranium concentrations.

Only afew samples show excess enriched uranium,
and most of these occurred in 1996. Some evidence
indicates that these samples were contaminated in a
[aboratory, but this contamination has not been
proved, and the concentrations are still considered
valid environmental measurements.

Station 77 (Figure 4-12) at TA-36 islocated in a
posted radiation-control areawhere DU is still present
as surface contamination from explosive tests. This
location has been previously identified with measured
excess ambient concentrations of uranium-238
(Eberhart et al. 1999, ESP 1999, ESP 2000, and
ESP 2001). Of the 32 quarterly composites analyzed
for isotopic uranium at this site, 28 have had excess
uranium-238. The 2002 uranium-238 and -234
concentrations at this site were 43 and 14 aCi/m?3
respectively. These concentrations were lower than in

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

2001, but comparable to most previous years. If we
assume that about 15% of the activity in DU is
uranium-234, the calculated LANL contributions at
this location were about 6 aCi/m? of uranium-234 and
35 aCi/m3 of uranium-238. Therefore, the combined
estimated LANL contribution at this on-site con-
trolled-access location is about 0.0002% of the DOE
DAC for workplace exposure.

b. Plutonium and Americium. Only one
quarterly measurement during the last 7 years for the
regional and pueblo samples was above its 2 std dev
analytical uncertainty. However, on-site measurements
of plutonium-238, plutonium-239 and americium-241
are clearly higher for the TA-21 and for the TA-54,
Area G, sampling stations where about one-third of
the measurements are detectable concentrations of
these radionuclides. Perimeter samplers are some-
where in between, with occasional samples having
measurable concentrations. Graphs of the annual
concentrations by isotope and general station locations
are shown in Figures 4-13, 4-14, and 4-15. Annual
average concentrations for plutonium-238,-239 and
americium-241 are above zero for the TA-54, Area G,
sampling stations. Concentrations at the
TA-54 samplers had been decreasing for several years,
but the high concentrations from the soil-screening
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Figure 4-12. Uranium concentrations at site 77.
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Figure 4-13. Plutonium-238 concentration trends.
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Figure 4-14. Plutonium-239,-240 concentration trends.
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Figure 4-15. Americium-241 concentration trends.
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operation caused all three radionuclides to increase in
2002 (Figure 4-12). The average concentrations for
the other sample groupings vary but remain near zero,
with occasional samples and/or locations having
detectable concentrations.

c. Tritium. Unlike other contaminants, tritium
concentrations are strongly influenced by current
operations and emissions with no distinctive trends
over this period (Figure 4-16).

B. Stack Sampling for Radionuclides

1. Introduction

Radioactive materials are an integral part of many
activities at the Laboratory. Some operations that
involve these materials may be vented to the environ-
ment through a stack or other forced-air release point.
RRES-MAQ Group personnel evaluate these opera-
tions to determine impacts on the public and the
environment. If this evaluation shows that emissions
from a stack may result in amember of the public
receiving as much as 0.1 mrem in ayear, the Labora-
tory must sample the stack in accordance with Title
40, CFR 61, Subpart H (EPA 1989). During 2002, we
identified 28 stacks as meeting this criterion. Two
additional sampling systems werein place to meet
DOE requirements for nuclear facilities prescribed in
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their respective technical or operational safety
reguirements. Where sampling is not required,
personnel use engineering cal culations and radionu-
clide-materials-usage information to estimate emis-
sions. Note that the sampling systems on two tritium-
handling facilities were shut down in late 2002. The
sampling at TA-33-86 was discontinued when the
building power was cut during D& D activitiesin
November 2002. The sampling system at TA-41-4 was
shut down in December 2002, following source-term
removal in late June 2002 and monitoring of negli-
gible emissions for 5 months.

2. Sampling M ethodology

In 2002, LANL personnel continuously sampled 30
stacks for the emission of radioactive material to the
ambient air. The Laboratory categorizes its radioactive
stack emissions into four types: (1) particul ate matter,
(2) vaporous activation products (VAPS), (3) tritium,
and (4) gaseous mixed-activation products (GMAPS).
For each of these emission types, the Laboratory
employs an appropriate sampling method, as de-
scribed here.

Personnel use a glass-fiber filter to sample emis-
sions of radioactive particulate matter generated by
operations at facilities, such as the Chemistry and
Metallurgy Research (CMR) Building and the TA-55

—e— Dand D

2504
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Figure 4-16. Tritium concentration trends.
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Plutonium Facility. A continuous sample of stack air is
pulled through the filter that captures small particles
of radioactive material. Workers analyze these
samples weekly using gross al pha/beta counting and
gamma spectroscopy to identify any increasein
emissions and to identify short-lived radioactive
materials. Every 6 months, RRES-MAQ Group
personnel composite these samples for shipment to an
off-site commercial laboratory. The commercial
laboratory analyzes these composited samples to
determine the total activity of materials, such as
uranium-234,-235, and -238; plutonium-238 and -239,
-240; and americium-241. These data are then used to
calculate emissions.

A charcoal cartridge samples VAP emissions, such
as selenium-75 and bromine-77 generated by Los
Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE, TA-53)
operations and by hot-cell activities at the CMR and
TA-48. A continuous sample of stack air is pulled
through a charcoal filter that adsorbs vaporous
emissions of radionuclides. We use gamma spectros-
copy to determine the amount and identity of the
radionuclide(s) present on the filter.

We use a collection device known as a bubbler to
measure tritium emissions from the Laboratory’s
tritium facilities. This device enables the Laboratory
to determine not only the total amount of tritium
released but also whether it isin the elemental (HT) or
oxide (HTO) form. The bubbler operates by pulling a
continuous sample of air from the stack, which isthen
“bubbled” through three sequential vials that contain
ethylene glycol. The ethylene glycol collects the water
vapor from the sample of air, including any tritium
that may be part of awater molecule (HTO). After
“bubbling” through these three vials, essentially all
HTO isremoved from the air, leaving only HT. The
sample that contains the HT is then passed through a
palladium catalyst that convertsthe HT to HTO. The
sampleis then pulled through three additional vials
that contain ethylene glycol; these vias collect the
newly formed HTO. Personnel use liquid scintillation
counting (L SC) to analyze the ethylene/glycol for the
presence of tritium and determine the amount of HTO
and HT.

In previous years, stacks at LANSCE were moni-
tored for tritium. After a historical evaluation of HTO
emissions from LANSCE in 2001 showed low
historical emissions and low relative contribution of
tritium to the off-site dose from TA-53 emissions, we
discontinued sampling of tritium from TA-53 after the
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July 2001 report period. Emissions of tritium reported
in 2002 from LANSCE are based on 2001 tritium-
generation rates.

We measure GMAP emissions that result from
activities at LANSCE by using real-time monitoring
data. A sample of stack air is pulled through an
ionization chamber that measures the total amount of
radioactivity in the sample. We use gamma spectros-
copy and decay curves to identify specific radioiso-
topes.

3. Sampling Procedures and Data Analysis

a. Sampling and Analysis. We chose analytical
methods to comply with EPA requirements
(40 CFR 61, Appendix B, Method 114). See Section F
in this chapter for the results of analytical QA mea-
surements. General discussions on the sampling and
analysis methods for each of LANL’s emissions
follow.

b. Particulate Matter Emissions. We generally
removed and replaced weekly the glass-fiber filters
used to sample facilities with significant potential for
radioactive particulate emissions and transported them
tothe LANL Health Physics Analysis Laboratory
(HPAL). Before screening the samples for the pres-
ence of alpha and beta activity, HPAL personnel
allowed approximately 72 h for the short-lived
progeny of radon to decay. These initial screening
analyses ensured that potential emissions were within
normal values. The HPAL performed final analyses
after the sample had been allowed to decay for
approximately 1 week. In addition to alpha and beta
analyses, the HPAL used gamma spectroscopy to
identify the energies of gamma-ray emissions from the
samples. Because the energy of decay is specificto a
given radioactive isotope, the HPAL could determine
the identity of any isotopes detected by gamma
spectroscopy. The amount, or activity, of an isotope
could then be found by noting the number of photons
detected during analysis. We analyzed LANSCE
glass-fiber filters using only gamma spectroscopy.

Because gross a pha/beta counting cannot identify
specific radionuclides, an off-site commercial |abora-
tory performed radiochemical analysis on the
composited glass-fiber filters every 6 months. We
used the data from these composite analyses to
guantify emissions of radionuclides, such asthe
isotopes of uranium and plutonium. To ensure that the
analyses requested (e.g., uranium-234, -235, and -238

73



4. Air Surveillance

and plutonium-238 and -239,-240, etc.) identified all
significant activity in the composites, RRES-MAQ
Group personnel compared the results of the isotopic
analysis to gross activity measurements.

c¢. VaporousActivation Product Emissions. We
generally removed and replaced on aweekly basis the
charcoal canistersthat collect samples at facilities with
the potential for significant VAP emissions. These
samples were transported to the HPAL where gamma
spectroscopy, as described previously, was used to
identify and quantify the presence of vaporous radioac-
tive isotopes.

d. Tritium Emissions. Tritium bubbler samples
used to collect samples at facilities with the potential
for significant elemental and oxide tritium emissions
were generally collected and transported to the HPAL
on aweekly basis. HPAL personnel added an aliquot of
each sampleto aliquid scintillation cocktail and by
L SC determined the amount of tritium in each vial.

e. Gaseous Mixed-Activation Product Emis-
sions. For two reasons, we used continuous monitoring,
rather than offline analysis, to record and report GMAP
emissions. First, the nature of the emissions is such that
standard filter paper and charcoal filters will not collect
the radionuclides of interest. Second, the half-lives of
these radionuclides are so short that the activity would
decay away before any sample could be analyzed
offline. The GMAP monitoring system includes a flow-
through ionization chamber in series with a gamma-
spectroscopy system. Total GMAP emissions were
measured with the ionization chamber. The real-time
current measured by this ionization chamber was
recorded on a strip chart, and the total amount of charge
collected in the chamber throughout the entire beam-
operating cycle was integrated on adaily basis. The
composition of these GMAP emissions was analyzed
with the gamma-spectroscopy system. Using decay
curves and energy spectrato identify the various
radionuclides, RRES-MAQ Group personnel deter-
mined the relative composition of the emissions. Decay
curves were typically takenone-to-three times per week,
based on accelerator operational parameters. When
major ventilation configuration changes were made at
LANSCE, new decay curves and energy spectrawere
recorded.

4. Analytical Results

Measurements of Laboratory stack emissions during
2002 totaled approximately 6,150 Ci. Of thistotal,
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tritium emissions contributed approximately 1,890 Ci,
and air-activation products from LANSCE stacks
contributed nearly 4260 Ci. Combined airborne emis-
sions of materials, such as plutonium, uranium, ameri-
cium, and particulate/vapor activation products, were
lessthan 1 Ci.

Table 4-14 provides detailed emissions data for
Laboratory buildings with sampled stacks. Table 4-15
provides adetailed listing of the constituent radionu-
clidesin the groupings of GMAP and particulate/vapor
activation products (P/VAPs). Table 4-16 presents the
half-lives of the radionuclides emitted by the Labora-
tory. During 2002, nonpoint-source emissions of
activated air from the LANSCE facility comprised
approximately 140 Ci carbon-11 and 6 Ci argon-41,
whereas TA-18 contributed 0.16 Ci argon-41.

5.Long-Term Trends

Figures 4-17 through 4-20 present radioactive
emissions from sampled Laboratory stacks. These
figuresillustrate trends in measured emissions for
plutonium, uranium, tritium, and GMAP emissions,
respectively. As the figures demonstrate, tritium
emissions were down dramatically from 2001 (but
relatively consistent with levelsin the year 2000); and
GMAP emissions decreased slightly from 2001.
Emissions from plutonium and uranium isotopes have
stayed relatively steady since 2000.

Emissions from tritium-handling facilities were
much lower in 2002 than in 2001. This emission
reduction is caused by emissionsin 2001 being domi-
nated by a single release of 7,600 Ci of tritium on
January 31, 2001. No such large-scale accidental
releases occurred in 2002. Emissions from other tritium-
handling facilities, notably TA-21-209 and TA-21-155,
increased because of cleanup operationsin preparation
for the D&D of these areas. In these facilities, we
expect increased emissions from activities, such as
disassembly of equipment and opening pipes and
containers, to demonstrate that all significant tritium has
been removed. TA-21-209 is transferring its tritium
operations to the Weapons Engineering Tritium Facility
(WETF, TA-16) and TA-21-209 is being prepared for
D&D. As tritium-contaminated systems are dismantled
and prepared for removal and disposal, increased
releases of tritium are expected. However, overall long-
term emissions from these facilities will decrease
following such D& D preparation.

Stack-sampling systems at two tritium-handling
facilities were shut down in 2002. TA-33-86, which

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Table 4-14. Airbor ne Radioactive Emissions from Laboratory Buildings with Sampled Stacksin 2002 (Ci)

TA-Building 3Ha 241Am PuP uc Th P/VAPY GIMAP®
TA-03-029 1.86 x 106 191x10° 561x10° 3.37x 1077

TA-03-102 3.92x1010 960x 1078 7.96 x 10710

TA-16-205 4.02 x 102

TA-21-155 5.18 x 102

TA-21-209 6.05 x 102

TA-33-086 2.61 x 102

TA-41-004 3.40 x 101

TA-48-001 1.73x 1079 1.04 x 1072

TA-50-001 1.31x 108 475x 108 254x108

TA-50-037 583x1010  890x 10710

TA-50-069 1.65x1010  926x10710 328x 10710

TA-53-003 5.68 x 101 1.66 x 100
TA-53-007 4.40 x 10° 6.15x 101  4.26x 103
TA-55-004 6.07 x 101 155 x 108 952x108 231x107 1.18 x 10~/

Totalf 1.89x10°  1.89x10°  193x10° 596x10°  455x107  625x101  4.40x10%

3ncludes both gaseous and oxide forms of tritium.
bIncludes 238pu, 239Pu, and 24%Pu.

CIncludes 234U, 235U, and 238U.

dpP/VAP—Particul ate/vapor activation products.
€G/MAP—Gaseous/mixed activation products.

f Some differences may occur due to rounding.
9Total for GIMAP includes 146 curies released from diffuse sources at TA-53.
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Table 4-15. Detailed Listing of Activation Table 4-16. Radionuclide: Half-Life Information
Products Released from Sampled Laboratory

Stacksin 2002 (Ci) Nuclide Half-Life
— , . — 3H 12.3yr
TA-Building Radionuclide = Emission Be 5344
TA-48-001 BAs 2.31x 1078 1oc 19.3s
TA-48-001 T4As 121x 1072 oC 20.5 min
TA-48-001 68Ga 3.45x 1073 16N 10.0 min
TA-48-001 68Ge 3.45x 1073 14('\') 78‘ (15333
TA-48-001 5Se 3.85 x 107~/ 150 19995
TA-53-003 10c 1.80 x 103 2Na 26yr
TA-53-003 e 1.66 x 10° 2Na 14.96 h
TA-53-007 A 1.92 x 101 2p 14.3d
TA-53-007 82pr 5.96 x 103 o 1,277,000,000yr
TA-53-007 100 727 x 107 - 183h
TA-53-007 uc 2.62 x 103 56Mn 312.7d
Rl : Co 78.8d
TA-53-007 193Hg 438x 101 57Co 270.9 d
TA-53-007 198mHg 472 %1074 %8Co 70.8d
TA-53-007 195mpyg 7.98 x 103 ‘;ZCO 5.3yr
TA-53-007 197Hg 162 x 107 s 26h
TA-53-007 97mHg 399 x 1074 rin 80.3d
s 17.78d
TA-53-007 203Hg 6.19x 104 6By 16 h
TA-53-007 13N 1.23 x 102 7By 244
TA-53-007 16N 473x 101 82gy 1.47d
TA-53-007 140 1.49 x 10 ;Se 119.8d
TA-53-007 150 1.48 x 103 .y 64.8d
Sr 50.6d
90gr 28.6 yr
131| 8d
134cs 2.06 yr
137¢cs 30.2yr
1830s 13h
1850s 93.6d
1los 15.4d
193Hg 3.8h
195Hg 95h
195mp g 1.67d
197Hg 2.67d
197mHg 23.8h
234y 244,500 yr
235 703,800,000 yr
238 4,468,000,000 yr
238py 87.7yr
239py 24,131 yr
240py 6,569 yr
241py 14.4yr
241Am 432 yr
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Figure 4-17. Plutonium emissions from sampled Laboratory stacks since 1998.
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Figure 4-18. Uranium emissions from sampled Laboratory stacks since 1998.
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Figure 4-19. Tritium emissions from sampled L aboratory stacks since 1998.
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Figure 4-20. G/IMAP emissions from sampled Laboratory stacks since 1998.
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originally housed the High-Pressure Tritium Labora-
tory (HPTL), has been shut down for several years,
and formal D& D operations began in 2002. The power
to TA-33 was cut in November 2002, eliminating a
source of stack emissions and completing the stack-
sampling process for that facility.

TA-41-4 likewise has ceased operations, and D& D
began in 2002. The source term was removed in June
2002, and sampling continued for 5 months to verify
low emissions. In December 2002, sampling at
TA-41-4 ceased. As mentioned, al releasesin 2002
were well below regulatory limits.

In 2002, the LANSCE operated in the same
configuration as 2001, with continuous beam opera-
tionsto the 1L Target and the Lujan Neutron Scatter-
ing Center, causing the majority of radioactive air
emissions. The rate of emissions from the facility was
similar to the 2001 rate at the beginning of the year.
In early October 2002, however, adelay line system
was installed in the 1L Target area, a move that
reduced the emissions rate from this facility by more
than 60% for the last 3 months of 2002. As aresult,
total emissions from the TA-53-7 stack decreased
from 2001 to 2002, while the facility still maintained
high-power beam operations. The emissions from
2002 remained well below any regulatory limits.

Figure 4-21 shows the individual contribution of
each of these emission types to the total Laboratory
emissions. Clearly, GMAP emissions and tritium
emissions make up the vast majority of radioactive
stack emissions. However, this plot does not directly
relate to offsite dose, because some radionuclides have
a higher impact per curie released than others do.
GMAP and tritium, emissions that are not easily
removed from an exhaust-stack air stream, remain the
highest contributors to the total curies released.
Because of the close proximity of the LANSCE facility
with the Laboratory site boundary, GMAP emissions
remain the greatest source of offsite dose from the
airborne pathway.

C. Gamma and Neutron Radiation Monitoring
Program (Michael McNaughton)

1. Introduction

The RRES-MAQ group monitors gamma and
neutron radiation in the environment—that is, outside
of the workplace—according to the criteria specified in
McNaughton et al. (2000). Naturally occurring radia-
tion originates from terrestrial and cosmic sources.
Because the natural radiation doses are generally much
larger than those from man-made sources, it is
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Figure 4-21. Fraction of total stack emissions that resulted from Laboratory plutonium,

uranium, tritium, and G/MAP since 1998.
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extremely difficult to distinguish man-made sources
from the natural background.

The dose rate from natural terrestrial and cosmic
sources varies from approximately 100 to 200 mrem/yr.
In publicly accessible locations, the dose rate from man-
made radiation is much smaller than, and difficult to
distinguish from, natural radiation.

2. Monitoring Network

a. Dosimeter Locations. In an attempt to distin-
guish any impact from Laboratory operations, the
RRES-MAQ Group has located 119 thermol uminescent
dosimeter (TLD) stations around the Laboratory and in
the surrounding communities (Figure 4-22).

b. Neutron Dosimeters. We monitor potential
neutron doses with 62 albedo TLD stations. Albedo
dosimeters are sensitive to neutrons and use a hydrog-
enous material to simulate the human body that causes
neutron backscatter.

c¢. Neutron Background. Natural cosmic rays
result in a background dose of approximately
10 mrem/yr. However, at stations with no LANL
contribution, the neutron dosimeters record a dose of
approximately 2 mrem/yr, because the dosimeter zero
is established with reference to dosimetersin a shielded
vault. The 2-mrem neutron dose reported at the back-
ground stations is the difference between approximately
10 mrem in the field and approximately 8 mrem in
the vault.

3. Quality Assurance

RRES Division operating procedures outline the
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) protocols.
The Health Physics Measurements Group (HSR-4)
calibration lab calibrates the dosimeters every calendar

quarter. The DOE Laboratory Accreditation Program has

accredited the dosimeters that HSR-4 provides, and
HSR-4 provides QA for the dosimeters. We estimate the
uncertainty in the TLD data from the standard deviation
of data from dosimeters exposed to the same dose. The
overall 1-std-dev uncertainty is similar to previous data
and is 8%.

4. Results

The annual dose equivalents at almost all stations are
consistent with natural background radiation and with
previous measurements. Detailed results are listed in the
Data Supplement Table $4-11 and at
http://www.airquality.lanl.gov/DPRNET.htm.
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The locations with a measurable contribution from
Laboratory operations are at Omega Site (TA-2),
Pajarito Laboratory (TA-18), TA-21, LANSCE, and
TA-54, Area G.

TA-2 isthe site of the Omega-West reactor, which
is being decontaminated and decommissioned. As
activated shielding is removed from the reactor
building, it is stored near the TLD station before being
transferred to Area G. As aresult, the dose at station
120 was 164 mrem during 2002 compared with
146 mrem in 2001. TA-2 isacontrolled area, so the
extra 18 mrem is an occupational dose, not a public
dose. RRES-MAQ personnel calculated that the public
dose at the nearest public location 300 m to the north
was 0.1 mrem in 2002.

At TA-18, most of the dose is from neutrons; the
gamma dose is too small to distinguish from the
natural background radiation. The largest neutron
dose, 42 mrem in the TA-18 parking lot, was not a
public dose because the parking lot was closed to the
public throughout 2002. At Pgjarito Road next to
TA-18, the annual dose was 17 mrem. This dose must
be multiplied by an occupancy factor to account for
the small fraction of time an individual member of the
public spends at this location. Using the nominal
occupancy factor of 1/16, the maximum dose was
1.1 mrem.

TA-21, AreaT, is contaminated with 50 pCi/g of
cesium-137 (LANL 1991, pp. 16-124). The calculated
dose rate from this contamination is 200 mrem/yr.
Considering that the dosimeter is on the boundary
fence of AreaT, the calculation isin reasonable
agreement with the measurement, which is about
100 mrem/yr above background. Area T is not
accessible to the public.

At the TA-53 lagoons activated material, such as
cobalt-60, has accumulated. As aresult, the annual
doseis 184 mrem, which is approximately 50 mrem
above background. Access to TA-53 isrestricted so
the dose measured at station 116 is not a public dose.

Figure 4-2 shows the locations of the stations at
TA-54, Area G. Figure 4-23 shows the trend of the
average dose rate that results from transuranic waste
awaiting shipment to the Waste I solation Pilot Plant
(WIPP). Near individual buildings, such as# 49, # 230,
and # 375, the dose rate is higher; but AreaG isa
controlled-access area, so most Area G data are not
representative of a potential public dose. The maxi-
mum public doseis at station 42, where the dosimeter
measures 12 mrem and the individual dose (assuming

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 4-23. Trend of average dose rate measured by TLDs at Area G.

an occupancy factor of 1/16 or less) isless than
1 mrem.

D. Nonradioactive Ambient Air Monitoring (Ernie
Gladney, Craig Eberhart, and Jean Dewart)

1. Introduction

During 2002, the RRES-MAQ continued and
completed the short-term nonradiol ogical monitoring
(NonRadNet) air-monitoring program implemented in
2001 to provide baseline nonradiological data under
normal conditions. The objectives of NonRadNet are to

 develop the capability for collecting
nonradiological air-monitoring data,

 conduct monitoring to develop a database of
typical background levels of selected
nonradiological speciesin the communities
nearest the Laboratory, and

e measure LANL’s potential contribution to
nonradiological air pollution in the surrounding
communities.
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2. Air-Monitoring Network

During 2002, the Laboratory continued to conduct
NonRadNet. Simultaneous monitoring took place in
the same three locations asin 2001—two in Los
Alamos and one in White Rock. The White Rock
sampling is collocated with the existing AIRNET
station at the White Rock Fire Station. One Los
Alamos station is collocated with the existing AIRNET
station at the Los Alamos Medical Center. The other
LosAlamos station is located near the intersection of
Diamond Drive and East Jemez Road, between the
main technical area of the Laboratory and the popula-
tion center of the Los Alamos town site.

Species monitored include the following: total sus-
pended particulate matter (TSP), particles with diam-
eters of 10 micrometers (um) or less (PM-10), and
particles with diameters of 2.5 um or less (PM-2.5),
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and inorganic
elements on particulate matter. In 2002, the VOCs
included up to 160 compounds, and the inorganics
included up to 20 elements (arsenic, antimony, barium,
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beryllium, cadmium, cerium, chromium, cobalt, cop-
per, iron, lead, manganese, neodymium, nickel, sele-
nium, silver, strontium, thallium, vanadium, and zinc).

We use existing meteorological data collected
through LANL's current monitoring network to help
interpret the data and evaluate their impact. PM-10 and
PM-2.5 concentrations are measured continuously and
averaged over 1-hour, 3-hour, and 24-hour time
periods. VOC and TSP/inorganics sampling takes
place on every 12th day to coincide with the EPA’s
national ambient air-monitoring schedule, with each
sampling period lasting 24 hours.

3. Sampling Procedures, Data Management, and
Quality Assurance

Anderson GV-2360 volumetric-flow-controlled
high-volume sampling apparatus collected samples for
24-hour time-integrated TSP on Whatman cellulose
8 in. x 10 in. filters. All filters are placed in the sam-
pler less than 48 hours before the start of a sampling
run and are recovered from the samplers within
24 hours of the end of a sampling period. RRES-MAQ
personnel weigh all filters before deployment and
again after collection. All weighing activities take
place in a humidity-conditioning chamber, and filters
are equilibrated for at least 24 hours before each
weighing in an attempt to achieve consistent absorbed
water levels. LANL personnel then send these TSP
filters to a commercial-environmental-anal ytical -
chemistry laboratory in glassine envelopes under
chain-of-custody procedures. The laboratory uses EPA
Methods SW 6010 and SW 6020 to analyze up to
20 inorganic elements with both inductively coupled
plasma emission spectrometry (ICPES) and induc-
tively coupled plasma mass spectrometry (ICPMS)
respectively.

A Rupprecht & Patashnick Co., Inc. tapered-ele-
ment oscillating microbalance (TEOM) Series 1400a
ambient particulate monitor fitted with either PM-10
or PM-2.5 sample inlets collects continuous PM-10
and PM-2.5 concentrations (micrograms per cubic
meter). The collecting instruments record the data
automatically and save them electronically for subse-
guent downloading and transfer to a MAQ-maintained
database. RRES-MAQ personnel use these data as an
indicator of natural dust-loading in the atmosphere and
to aid in interpreting the inorgani c-elemental -concen-
tration data determined on the large TSP filters.

A ThermoAnderson Ambient Volatile Organic
Collection System collects samples of ambient air in
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15-liter SUMMA Canisters owned by LANL. Before
each sampling operation, all canisters are precleaned
and monitored for residual levels of all VOCs. After
collecting an integrated 24-hour sample, taken
simultaneously at all sites every 12th day per EPA
procedure, RRES-MAQ personnel send all canistersto
Severn-Trent Laboratories (STL) in Austin, Texas,
under chain-of-custody for VOC determination with
EPA Compendium Method TO-15. STL reports up to
160 organic compounds to the RRES-MAQ Group,
and these data are stored within the existing AIRNET
database for subsequent evaluation and interpretation.

RRES-MAQ personnel enter field-sampling data
manually on paper forms and key them into an
existing database. Using calibration procedures
provided by each sampling system’s manufacturer, we
calculate the net air volumes sampled. We then use
these volumes to calculate net ambient-air concentra-
tions of TSP, VOCs, and inorganic elements.

4. Ambient Air Concentrations

Tables $4-12 through S4-16 in the Data Supple-
ment summarize the ambient-air concentrations
calculated from field and analytical data, inorganic
elements, and VOCs.

a. Particulate M atter. Several previous
environmental surveillance reports (ESP 1971a, ESP
1971b, ESP 1986, ESP 1987, ESP 1988, and ESP
1989) include limited local TSP data. These data show
annual geometric means for both Los Alamos and
White Rock to be in the 20-30 pg/m? range, with the
maximum val ue observed to be 242 ug/m3 during
those time periods.

The change to Whatman cellul ose paper from
Dynaweb at the beginning of 2002 has been success-
ful. Our 2002 TSP data, shown in Table 4-17, are
much improved over our initial effortsin 2001, when
we observed many samples with both negative values
and concentrations up to three times the previously
reported maximum. The 2002 TSP data summary
follows.

Among the rejected data, one was negative and the
remainder had measured TSP that was |ess than the
measured PM-10 on the same day. The overall station
means were somewhat higher than historical measure-
ments. More than 80% of the individual-station TSP
values exceeded the PM-10 average for the same date,
most by afactor of 1.5 to 2. These considerations lead
RRES-MAQ analysts to believe that the 2002 data are
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Table 4-17. Total Suspended Particulate Matter Data Summary for 2002

Standard
Number of Number Range Mean Deviation
Station L ocation Measurements Rejected (Ug/m3) (ug/m3)  (Ug/m3)
Diamond Drive 32 5 9.7-114 47 27
LosAlamosMedical Center 32 7 9.8-140 37 26
White Rock Fire Station 32 7 16.0-300 72 63

largely valid, and they are accepted as being represen-
tative of actual atmospheric conditions for this year.

We have achieved largely complete collection of
PM-2.5 and PM-10 data for the entire year on TEOM
sampling units at one or more sites as shown in
Table 4-18. The following summarizes our observa-
tions for 2002.

The PM-10 measurements had concentrations up to
almost 1,000 pg/m3, whereas PM-2.5 exhibited a
maximum of 450 pg/m3, after the rejection of invalid
data. Average data are consistent with the historical
TSP levels of 20-30 pg/ m3 and PM-2.5 ranging over
3-8 ug/md.

Two different particulate interaction situations are
readily illustrated in Figure 4-24. During high wind
periods (6/20/2002), PM-10 particulate matter levels
rise dramatically by factors of 10 or more, while the
PM-2.5 particulate matter levels increase significantly,
but more modestly. However, when some regional
source of small particulate impacts our airshed, as it
did during the 2002 Arizonafires (6/23 through
6/26/2002), both PM-10 and PM-2.5 reach similar

concentrations and co-vary equally, indicating that
essentially all the particulate being detected is PM-2.5.

b. Inorganic Elements. RRES-MAQ analysts
have calculated a set of mean elemental ratios to
barium from our summary of the on-site soil datafrom
the 2000 Environmental Surveillance Report shown in
Table $4-17. The 2002 air sample data are internally
very consistent and in good agreement with our esti-
mates from local soils. This agreement suggests no
evidence for any non-soil-derived enhancement to the
soil background levels of these trace elements except
for copper, iron, manganese, antimony, and zinc. Cop-
per is strongly enhanced, and this enhancement prob-
ably results from contributions from the high-volume
pump in the sampling equipment. This effect was
documented in 1970 during sampling for metalsin
clean marine and continental environments (Hoffman
1971). The results for antimony, iron, manganese, and
zinc are not so readily understood and require further
study and source evaluation before we can draw firm
conclusions. It is possible that the average concentra-
tions used for local soilsarein error, particularly for

Table 4-18. PM-2.5 and PM-10 Data Summary for 2002

Number of Valid Annual  Standard
30 MinuteAverage Range Mean Deviation
Station L ocation Congtituent ~ Measurements  (Ug/m3)  (Ug/m3)  (Ug/md)

Diamond Drive PM-10 Not Sampled NA2 NA NA
PM-2.5 17179 0.1- 93 8.5 55
LosAlamos Medical Center PM-10 11815 0.1-447 19.0 18.0
PM-2.5 13508 0.1-1161 8.7 22.0
White Rock Fire Station PM-10 15922 0.1-984 19.0 25.0
PM-2.5 16842 0.1-56 8.2 49

aNA = not available
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Figure 4-24. Particulate matter concentrations observed in Los Alamos County during the

2002 firein Arizona (4-hr averages).

antimony, a difficult element to determine at natural
abundance levelsin soils. We observe excess zinc in
our air samples, relative to local soil data, which may
be influenced by the exposure to significant vehicle
traffic at al three sites. Zinc has been shown to be in
unusually high concentrations in vulcanized rubber
tires, which abrade readily in normal use.

c. Volatile Organic Compounds. Tables $4-13
through $4-16 present summary data for 160 com-
pounds at 3 stations. These tables represent 20 addi-
tional compounds that were detected during 2002 as
compared with the initial startup of this program in the
final quarter of 2001.

Determining background levels for these compounds
is not as easy as making such determinationsis for
inorganics. Organic compounds have a variety of natu-
ral and anthropogenic sources, and many of these com-
pounds are well mixed in the troposphere. As our pro-
gram matures, we hope to be able to group this large
number of compounds into major source groups (e.g.,
fuel hydrocarbons, refrigerants, paint solvents, natural
vegetation emissions, etc.) to help provide asimpler
basis for evaluating seasonal variations and potential
impacts from Laboratory operations.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

5. Detonation and Burning of Explosives

a. Total Quantities. The Laboratory tests
explosives by detonating them at firing sites operated
by the Dynamic Experimentation Division. The
Laboratory maintains monthly shot records that include
the type of explosives used and other material ex-
pended at each site. Table S4-18 summarizes the
amounts of expended materials for calendar year (CY)
2001 and CY 2002. The Laboratory also burns scrap
and waste explosives because of treatment require-
ments and safety concerns. In 2002, the Laboratory
burned 2.5 tons of high explosives.

An assessment of the ambient impacts of high-
explosives testing (DOE 1999) indicates that high-
explosives testing produces no adverse air-quality
impacts. The quantities of materials detonated during
2002 were less than the amounts for which impacts are
analyzed in the DOE (1999).

6. Beryllium Sampling

a. Routine Sampling. New Mexico no longer
has an ambient-air-quality standard for beryllium to
compare with AIRNET measurements. Therefore, we
selected another air-quality standard to use for
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comparison purposes: the National Emission Standard
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) standard of
10 nanograms (ng)/m3 (40 CFR Part 61), can be, with
EPA approval, an alternative to meeting the emission
standard for beryllium. LANL isnot required to use
this alternative standard because the permitted sources
meet the emission standards, but it is used in this case
for comparative purposes.

We continued to analyze quarterly composite
samples from 29 sites for beryllium during 2002.
These sites are located near potential beryllium
sources at LANL or in nearby communities. Our
previous results indicate that the source of beryllium
in our AIRNET samples was naturally occurring
beryllium in resuspended dust. Dust may be resus-
pended mechanically, by vehicle traffic on dirt roads
or construction activities, or by thewind in dry
weather periods.

Air concentrations for 2002, shown in Table $4-19,
remain very similar to those measured during 2000
and 2001. All values are 2% or less than the NESHAP
standard.

The highest measured beryllium concentrationsin
air occur at TA-54, Area G, the Los Alamos County
Landfill, the Jemez Pueblo Visitor’s Center, the San
I1defonso Pueblo Plaza, and in Santa Fe. Since none of
these sites have any beryllium-handling operations,
the source of the beryllium is most likely from
naturally occurring beryllium in the soils, resuspended
by the wind, by vehicles on dirt roads, or by earth-
moving/construction operations. TA-54, Area G, is
located in the drier portion of the Laboratory, making
wind resuspension a more important contributor to air-
particle concentration than at other Laboratory loca-
tions. Resuspension of fine dust particlesisalso a
common occurrence during trucking operations at the
county landfill. Jemez and San Ildefonso pueblos have
reported significant levels of blowing dust, especially
during the spring season.

The ratio of beryllium to other elements present in
the soil should be relatively constant if the local
sources of particulate matter are similar and if the
composition of the soil isrelatively consistent over
LANL property. Beginning with the second quarter of
2001, we added manganese and strontium analysesin
order to examine the elemental ratio of beryllium to
each of these common rock-forming elements. Even
though manganese and strontium air concentrations
never approached their respective analytical detection
limits, we observed significant variability in the

86

strontium relative abundance in soils taken from such
awide area as covered by our AIRNET network.

A summary of 7 quarters of datais shown in
Table $4-20. The manganese ratio is different at a
particular set of sites. The Los Alamos County
Landfill and all four TA-54 sampling stations where
inorganic analyses were done now show a potential
enrichment of beryllium relative to manganese by
about afactor of two. While this differenceis not yet
statistically significant at either 2 std dev or 3 std dev,
all these sites are consistently noticeably higher than
all other regional, perimeter, or LANL sites.

Using this elemental ratio approach to assess
potential Laboratory impact is difficult, and the
statistical significance of this observation remains to
be substantiated. The areas where we observe poten-
tially enhanced beryllium air concentrations relative to
manganese may have higher natural beryllium
abundancesin their soils.

b. Special Sampling. During 2002, the RRES-
MAQ Group performed short-term ambient-air
sampling for two high-explosives test shots at TA-15
(Dual Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamics Test
[DARHT] and Phermex), taking TSP matter samples
at 10-13 locations during the test. One test shot
included beryllium and the other did not. In general,
the samplers ran for 24 hours. We analyzed samples
for beryllium and uranium isotopes. Samples were
also analyzed for three inorganic soil elements:
cerium, manganese, and strontium. These elements are
not found in LANL emissions and so are useful in
distinguishing the impacts of high-explosives tests
from soils resuspended by winds. We used the TA-49
and TA-6 meteorol ogical-tower wind-direction data to
identify air-sample locations downwind of the tests at
the time of the test shots.

Based on 7 or 8 days of 24-hour sampling on non-
high-explosives test-shot days (during 2002), the
average beryllium concentration at the short-term
sampling locations was 0.035 (+0.00033) ng/mS. The
standard deviation of these 99 samples was
0.029 ng/m3. The average value was somewhat higher,
but consistent with, quarterly average beryllium
concentrations measured at AIRNET stations. The
higher concentration may reflect sasmpling locations
near areas where beryllium has been used historically
or near areas where soil-disturbing activities (other
than high-explosive testing) occur.

RRES-MAQ personnel reviewed the 24-hour
beryllium concentrations for the two shot events. Two
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measurements demonstrated el evated beryllium and
uranium concentrations and were in the downwind
direction from the shot. These samples also did not
have high inorganic soil elements, indicating that the
elevated beryllium was not produced by wind
resuspension of local soils.

These beryllium air concentrations were 0.402
(+ 0.009) ng/m3 and 0.096 (+ 0.003) ng/m3. These
beryllium concentrationsin air were measured at
TA-51 and TA-36, respectively.

E. Meteorological Monitoring (Scot Johnson)
1. Introduction

Data obtained from the meteorol ogical monitoring
network support many Laboratory activities, including
emergency management and response, regulatory
compliance, safety analysis, engineering studies, and
environmental surveillance programs. To accommo-
date the broad demands for weather data at the
Laboratory, the meteorology team of the RRES-MAQ
Group measures awide variety of meteorological
variables across the network, including wind, tempera-
ture, pressure, relative humidity and dew point,
precipitation, and solar and terrestrial radiation. The
Meteorological Monitoring Plan (Baars et al. 1998)
provides details of the meteorological monitoring
program. An electronic copy of the “Meteorological
Monitoring Plan” is available on the Internet at
http: //mww.weather.lanl .gov/monplan/mmp1998. pdf.

2. Climatology

LosAlamos has atemperate, semiarid mountain
climate. However, large differences in locally ob-
served temperature and precipitation exist because of
the 1,000-ft elevation change across the Laboratory
site. Four distinct seasons occur in Los Alamos. Win-
ters are generally mild, with occasional winter storms.
Spring is the windiest season. Summer isthe rainy
season, with frequent afternoon thunderstorms. Fall is
typically dry, cool, and calm. The climate statistics
summarized here are from analyses provided in
Bowen (1990 and 1992) and from historical meteoro-
logical databases maintained by the meteorology team
of the RRES-MAQ Group.

Temperatures at Los Alamos have wide daily varia-
tions (a 23°F range on average) because of the semi-
arid climate. Atmospheric moisture levels are low, and
clear skies are present about 75% of the time. These
conditions lead to high solar heating during the day
and long-wave radiative cooling of the earth at night.
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This radiative cooling is not ameliorated by downward
long-wave radiation that would occur in the presence of
clouds and water vapor. Communities nearby, such as
White Rock and Espafiola, see even greater fluctuations
because they receive a cool nighttime flow that drains
from the Pajarito Plateau as it slopes downward to the
east toward the Rio Grande and a nighttime flow south-
ward down the Rio Grande valley itself.

Winter temperatures range from 30°F to 50°F during
the daytime and from 15°F to 25°F during the nighttime,
with arecord low temperature of —18°F recorded in
1963. The Sangre de Cristo Mountains to the east of the
Rio Grande Valley act as a barrier to wintertime arctic
air masses that descend into the central United States,
making the occurrence of local subzero temperatures
rare. Winds during the winter are relatively light, so
extreme wind chills are uncommon. Summer tempera-
tures range from 70°F to 88°F during the daytime and
from 50°F to 59°F during the nighttime, with a record
high temperature of 95°F recorded in 1998.

The average annual precipitation (which includes
both rain and the water equivalent for frozen precipita-
tion) from 1971 to 2000 is 18.95 in. The average annual
snowfall is58.7 in. By convention, the 30-yr period of
1971 to 2000 is used to determine climatol ogical
averages. However, decadal variability in precipitation
produces considerable variation in precipitation-rel ated
averages depending on the 30-year period chosen.
During the 1980s, for example, the annual average
snowfall was 77 in. compared with the annual average
snowfall since 1931 (including the 1980s) of 52.3 in.

Winter precipitation in Los Alamos is often caused
by storms approaching from the Pacific Ocean or by
cyclones forming and/or intensifying leeward of the
Rocky Mountains. The snow is usually a dry fluffy
powder, with an equivalent water-to-snowfall ratio of
about 1:20. Large snowfalls may occur locally asa
result of orographic lifting of the storms by the Jemez
Mountains (i.e., higher snowfall occurs when storms
come from lower elevations south and east of Los
Alamos). The record single-day snowfall is 22 in.,
which occurred once in 1978 and oncein 1987. The
record single-season snowfall is 153 in. set in 1986-87.

The 2 months of July and August account for 36% of
the annual precipitation and encompass the bulk of the
rainy season, which typically beginsin late June and
endsin early September. Afternoon thunderstorms form
as moist air from the Pacific Ocean and the Gulf of
Mexico is convected and/or orographically lifted by the
Jemez Mountains. The thunderstorms yield short, heavy
downpours and an abundance of lightning. Local
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lightning density, among the highest in the USA, is
estimated at 7 to 22 strikes per square mile per year.
The RRES-MAQ Group began measuring lightning
activity in 1998, and, according to this small sample
set, 54% of the detected local lightning activity
occurred during July and August. Lightning is most
commonly observed during warmer months; 93% of
the lightning activity counted since 1998 occurred
between the months of June and September.

The complex topography of Los Alamos influences
local wind patterns, notable in the absence of large-
scale disturbances. Often a distinct diurnal cycle of
winds occurs. As air close to the ground is heated
during the day, it tends to be displaced by cooler air
from aloft and tends to rise and flow upslope along the
ground. Thisis called “anabatic” flow. During the
night, cool air that forms close to the ground tends to
flow downslope and is known as “katabatic” flow.
Daytime upslope (anabatic) flow of heated air on the
Pajarito Plateau adds a southerly component to the
winds on the plateau as it flows up the Rio Grande
valley. Nighttime downslope (katabatic) flow of
cooled air from the mountains and plateau adds a light
westerly-to-northerly component to local winds. Flow
in the east-west-oriented canyons that interrupt the
Pajarito Plateau is often aligned with the canyons, so
winds are usually from the west at night as katabatic
flow and from the east during the day.

3. Monitoring Network

A network of six towers gathers meteorological
data (winds, atmospheric state, precipitation, and
fluxes) at the Laboratory (See Figure 4-25 and the
Meteorological Monitoring Plan [Baars et ., 1998)).
Four of the towers are located on mesa tops (TA-6,
TA-49, TA-53, and TA-54), oneisin acanyon
(TA-41), and oneis on top of Pgjarito Mountain. The
TA-6 tower is the official meteorological measure-
ment site for the Laboratory. A sonic detection and
ranging (SODAR) instrument is located adjacent to
the TA-6 meteorological tower. Precipitation is also
measured at TA-16, TA-74, and in North Community
of the Los Alamos town site.

4. Sampling Procedures, Data M anagement, and
Quality Assurance

We place instruments in the meteorological
network in areas with good exposure to the elements
being measured, usually in open fields, to avoid wake
effects (from trees and structures) on wind and
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preci pitation measurements. Temperature and wind are
measured at multiple levels on open lattice towers. The
multiple levels provide a vertical profile of conditions
important in assessing boundary layer flow and
stability conditions. The multiple levels aso provide
redundant measurements that support data quality
checks. The boom-mounted temperature sensors are
shielded and aspirated to minimize solar-heating
effects.

Data loggers at the tower sites sample most of the
meteorological variables at 0.33 hertz (Hz), store the
data, average the samples over a 15-min period, and
transmit the data to a Hewlett-Packard workstation by
telephone or cell phone. The workstation automatically
edits measurements that fall outside of allowable
ranges. Time-series plots of the data are also generated
for ameteorologist’s data-quality review. Daily statis-
tics of certain meteorological variables (i.e., daily
minimum and maximum temperatures, daily total pre-
cipitation, maximum wind gust, etc.) are also generated
and checked for quality. During the past 45 years, a
similar once-daily set of statistics has been telephoned
to the National Weather Service. Observerslog cloud
type and percentage cloud cover three times daily.

All meteorological instruments are annually
refurbished and calibrated during an internal audit/
inspection. Field instruments are replaced with backup
instruments, and the replaced instruments are checked
to verify that they remained in calibration while in
service. All instrument calibrations are traceable to the
National Institute of Standards and Technology. An
external audit istypically performed once every
2-3 years, with the most recent audit being performed
during the summer of 1999. Results indicated no
significant anomalies with the instrumentsin the
network.

5. 2002 in Per spective

Figure 4-26 presents a graphical summary of Los
Alamos weather for 2002. The figure depicts the year’'s
monthly average temperature ranges, monthly precipi-
tation, and monthly snowfall totals, compared with
monthly normals (averages for each of 12 calendar
months during the 1971-2000 time period).

Climatologically, Los Alamos weather during 2002
continued a 5-year trend of warm temperatures and a
dryer-than-normal climate. From September to the end
of 2002, however, temperatures and precipitation
returned to near-normal values. The average annual
temperature in 2002 of 49.3°F exceeded the normal
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Figure 4-25. Meteorological network.

annual average of 48.2°F by 1.1 degree. Thetotal
precipitation in 2002 of 11.71 in. was 62% of normal
(18.95in.). Monthly precipitation totals were well
below normal early in the year, below average during
the main portion of the rainy season (July—August), and
nearly normal from September through the remainder
of the year. The annual snowfall total of 25.4 in. was
only 43% of normal (58.7 in.).

Temperature and precipitation data have been col-
lected in the Los Alamos area since 1910. Figure 4-27
shows the historical record of temperaturesin
Los Alamos from 1924 through 2002. The data prior to
1924 are sparse and, therefore, omitted. The annual
average temperature is not the average temperature per
se, but rather the midpoint between daily high and low
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temperatures, averaged over the year. One-year aver-
ages are shown in blue in Figure 4-27. The years 1953,
1954, and 1956 all had higher temperatures than any
year during the 5 warmer-than-normal years from 1998
to 2002. To aid in showing longer-term trends, the
running mean for 5-year and 9-year spansis also
shown in Figure 4-27. In all cases, the early-to-mid
1950s were clearly warmer than recent years have
been.

Figure 4-28 shows the historical record of the
annually-summed total precipitation. Aswith the
historical temperature profile, 5-year and 9-year
running means are shown in addition to the plot of
totals for each year. Although 2002 was indeed a very
dry year, about half-a-dozen other years during the
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Figure 4-26. 2002 weather summary for Los Alamos at TA-6 station, elevation 7,424 ft.
(Numbersin brackets are normal temperatures, and nonbracketed numbers are for 2002.)
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Figure 4-27. Temperature history for Los Alamos.
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Figure 4-28. Total precipitation history for Los Alamos.
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79-year record had comparabl e precipitation, and 1956
was clearly drier. By all measures, the current drought
appears to be similar in severity to droughts during the
late 1930s, early-to-mid 1950s, and late 1970s. Note
that from about 1982 until the beginning of the current
drought, Los Alamos enjoyed greater-than-normal
annual precipitation. Thisis particularly apparent in the
5-year and 9-year means.

Wind statistics, based on 15-minute-averaged wind
observations for 2002 at the four Pajarito Plateau
towers and the Pajarito Mountain tower, are shown in
the form of wind roses (Figure 4-29). The wind roses
depict the percentage of time that the wind blows from
each of 16 compass rose points and the distribution of
wind speed for each of the 16 directions, represented
by shaded wind-rose barbs.

Daytime winds (sunrise to sunset) measured by the
four Pajarito Plateau towers were predominately from
the south, consistent with the typical upslope flow of
heated daytime air moving up the Rio Grande valley
(See Figure 4-30.). Nighttime winds (sunset to sunrise)
on the Pajarito Plateau were lighter and more variable
than daytime winds and typically from the west, result-
ing from a combination of prevailing winds from the
west and downslope katabatic flow of cooled mountain
air. (See Figure 4-31.) Winds atop Pajarito Mountain
are more representative of upper-level flows and pri-
marily ranged from the northwest to the southwest,
mainly because of the prevailing westerly winds. Wind
roses are remarkably constant from one year to the
next. In contrast to temperature and precipitation-
related variables, one has to look closely at the wind
roses to see changes from year to year.

F. Quality Assurance Program in the Air Quality
Group (Ernest Gladney and Terrance Morgan)

1. Quality Assurance Program Development

During 2002, the RRES-MAQ Group revised two
quality plans that affect collection and use of air-
quality-compliance data. We also revised approxi-
mately 37 implementing procedures to reflect the
constant improvements in the processes. Together,
these plans and procedures describe or prescribe all the
planned and systematic activities believed necessary to
provide adequate confidence that RRES-MAQ pro-
cesses perform satisfactorily. All current quality-related
documents are available on the RRES-MAQ public
(Green) Web site (www.airquality.lanl.gov).
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2. Field-Sampling Quality Assurance

Overall quality of this portion of the program is
maintained through the rigorous use of carefully
documented procedures that govern all aspects of the
sample-collection program.

Particulate and water-vapor samples are (1) taken on
commercially available media of known performance,
(2) collected under common EPA chain-of-custody
procedures using field-portable electronic data systems
to minimize the chances of data transcription errors,
and (3) prepared in a secure and radiologically clean
laboratory for shipment. They are then delivered to
internal and external analytical laboratories under full
chain-of-custody using secure FedEx shipment to all
external vendors, and tracked at all stages of their
collection and analysis through the AIRNET and
RADAIR relational databases.

All NonRadNet program samples are tracked within
the AIRNET database. A complete suite of blanksis
also taken with each set of samples, to include matrix
blanks, trip blanks, and process blanks (where appli-
cable). All blanks are submitted to analytical suppliers
for chemical measurements.

Field-sampling completeness is assessed every time
the AIRNET biweekly gross alpha/beta data are re-
turned from the analytical laboratory. RADAIR field-
sampling completeness is eval uated each week upon
receipt of the gross alpha/beta and tritium bubbler data.
NonRadNet field-sampling completeness is determined
each 12-day sampling period upon receipt of the inor-
ganic or VOC data sets. All these calculations are per-
formed for each ambient-air and stack-sampling site
and are included in the quality-assessment memo that is
prepared by RRES-MAQ staff to evaluate every data
group received from a supplier.

3. Analytical Laboratory Quality Assessment

Specific statements of work (SOWSs) are written to
govern the acquisition and delivery of analytical-
chemistry services after the Data Quality Objective
process has identified and quantified our program
objectives. These SOWSs are sent to potentially quali-
fied suppliers who then undergo pre-award on-site
assessment by experienced and trained RRES-MAQ
quality systems and chemistry-laboratory assessors.
SOW specifications, professional judgement, and
quality-system performance at each lab (including
recent past performance on nationally conducted
performance-eval uation programs) are primarily used
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Figure 4-29. Total wind roses, 2002.
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Figure 4-30. Daytime wind roses, 2002.
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Figure 4-31. Nighttime wind roses, 2002.
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to award contracts for specific types of radiochemical
and inorganic analyses. Twelve of these SOWs were
reissued as controlled documents in 2002.

Each laboratory conducts its chain-of-custody and
analytical processes under its own quality plans and
analytical procedures. The RRES-MAQ Group sub-
mits independently prepared blind spiked samples
with each sample set to be analyzed for tritium. Pre-
l[iminary data are returned to the RRES-MAQ Group
by e-mail in an electronic data deliverable of
specified format and content. Each set of samples
contains al the internal QA/QC data generated by the
analytical laboratory during each phase of chemical
analysis (including laboratory control standards, VOC
surrogate compounds, process blanks, matrix spikes,
duplicates, and replicates, when applicable). All data
are electronically uploaded into either the AIRNET or
RADAIR databases (NonRadNet data are stored
within AIRNET.) and immediately subjected to a
variety of quality and consistency checks. Analytical
completenessis calculated, tracking and trending of
all blank and control-sample datais performed, and all
are included in the quality-assessment memo men-
tioned in the field-sampling section. All parts of the
data-management process are tracked electronically in
each database and periodic reports to management are
prepared.

4. Field-Data Quality-Assessment Results

Field data completeness for AIRNET, NonRadNet,
and Stacks was 100%. Sample run time was greater
than 95% for each network.

5. Analytical-Data Quality-Assessment Results

Analytical-data completeness for all three sampling
programs was 100%. The Clean Air Act (CAA)
requires an EPA-compliant program of QC samples be
included as an integral part of the sampling and analy-
sis process. RRES-MAQ sample- and data-manage-
ment procedures document the specific evaluations of
each type of QC sample for each analytical measure-
ment. The evaluation criteria and overall outcome of
these QC tests are shown in the detailed QC evalua-
tion tables contained in the Data Supplement. All QC
data are tracked, trended, and reported in specific QC
evaluation memos that are submitted to project staff
along with each set of analytical datareceived from
our chemistry laboratories. The overall results of our
2002 program of quality monitoring indicates that all
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analytical laboratories maintained the same high level
of control that the RRES-MAQ Group has observed in
the past several years.

6. Analytical-L aboratory Assessments

During 2002, one internal and three external
laboratories performed all chemical analyses reported
for AIRNET, NonRadNet, and RADAIR samples.

» The Wastren-Grand Junction analytical labora-
tory (associated with the DOE’s Grand Junction
Project Office) provided biweekly gross alpha,
gross beta, and isotopic gamma analytical
services for AIRNET.

» Paragon Analytics, Inc., Fort Collins, Colorado,
provided biweekly AIRNET tritium and weekly
RADAIR stable beryllium analytical services.

»  Wastren-Grand Junction provided analytical-
chemistry services for apha-emitting isotopes
(americium, plutonium, polonium, thorium, and
uranium), beta-emitting isotopes (lead-210), and
stable beryllium on AIRNET quarterly composite
samples.

» Wastren-Grand Junction also provided all
inorganic elemental analysesfor the AIRNET
and NonRadNet programs.

» STL-Austin performed all VOC analyses on the
Summa Cannisters collected for the NonRadNet
program.

* LANL'son-site Health Physics Analytical
Laboratory in HSR-4 performed all instrumental
analyses (gross alpha, gross beta, isotopic
gamma, and tritium) reported for stack emissions
and in-stack samples.

»  Wastern-Grand Junction also analyzed semester
composites of in-stack filters for alpha- and beta-
emitting isotopes (lead-210 and strontium-90).

RRES-MAQ personnel performed formal on-site
assessments at all laboratories except STL-Austin
during 2002. The STL-Austin lab was not visited
since the NonRadNet program ended in December
2002. All of these analytical |aboratories participated
in national performance-evaluation studies during
2002. The detailed results of these performance
evaluations are included in each assessment report
(Gladney and Luedeker 2001; Gladney and Morgan
2002; Gladney and Morgan 2003a, 2003b, and 2003c).
Overall, the study sponsors judged the analytical labs
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that participated in these national studiesto have
acceptable performance for amost all analytes
attempted in all matrices.

G. Unplanned Releases

During 2002, the Laboratory reported two instances
of increased airborne emissions to the New Mexico
Environment Department (NMED) Air Quality
Bureau. Both were exceedences of opacity limits, and
we reported them to NMED using the Excess Emis-
sion Form (20NMAC 2.7).

On September 5, 2002, the TA-03-22 power plant
exceeded the stack-emission opacity limit of 20%. The
excess emission was caused by boiler-control tuning
for fuel-oil firing to ensure readiness for flue gas
recircul ation operational initiation. When the
exceedence occurred, plant engineers were adjusting
fuel-oil and air ratios for optimum combustion
conditions. The problem was corrected by changing
the fuel from ail to natural gas.

On August 13, 2002, a spark from the air curtain
destructor (ACD) ignited asmall smoldering firein a
container of straw located about 30 ft from the ACD.
The operators sprayed water on the straw; however,
the straw continued to smolder. The operator then
used heavy equipment to transfer the smoldering
straw into the ACD; opacity limits for the ACD
were approached or exceeded when wet straw was

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

transferred into the ACD. The emissions for the ACD
returned to allowable opacity levels within 30 min.
Although no reporting threshol ds were exceeded on
January 8, 2002, a courtesy notification was made to
the National Response Center and the NMED con-
cerning a chlorine release from TA-54. Approximately
8.5 Ib of chlorine gas were released when an experi-
mental apparatus exploded. The reportable quantity
for chlorineis 10 Ib, therefore no notification was
required. No one was injured in the explosion.

H. Special Studies—Neighborhood Environmental
Watch Network Community M onitoring Stations

Neighborhood Environmental Watch Network
(NEWNET) isaLANL program for radiological
monitoring in local communities. It establishes
gamma-radiation monitoring stationsin local commu-
nities and near radiological sources. The dataare
available to the public, usually with less than
20-min delay.

The station measures gross gamma radiation, using
apressurized ion chamber. The radiation sensors are
sampled at 1-second intervals, averaged every 15 min.
The data are presented on the World Wide Web in both
English and Spanish.

More information about NEWNET and the data are
available at http://newnet.LANL.gov/ on the World
Wide Web.
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A. Introduction

LosAlamos National Laboratory (LANL or the
Laboratory) routinely analyzes groundwater samples
from the Pajarito Plateau and surrounding area. The
Laboratory conducts groundwater monitoring and
characterization programs to comply with the require-
ments of the Department of Energy (DOE) Orders and
New Mexico and federal regulations. The objectives
of the Laboratory’s groundwater programs are to
determine compliance with waste-discharge require-
ments and to evaluate any impact of Laboratory
activities on groundwater resources. This program
addresses environmental monitoring, resource
management, aquifer protection, and hydrogeologic
investigations (LANL 1996, 1998).

Groundwater resource management and protection
efforts at the Laboratory focus on (1) the regional
aquifer underlying the region and include (2) the
perched groundwater found within canyon alluvium
and (3) the perched groundwater at intermediate
depths above the regional aquifer. The Los Alamos
public water supply comes from supply wells that
draw water from the regional aquifer, which liesat a
depth of 600 to 1,200 feet.

Since the 1940s, liquid effluent disposal by the
Laboratory has degraded water quality in the shallow
perched groundwater that lies beneath the floor of a
few canyons. These water quality impacts extend in a
few cases to perched groundwater at depths of afew
hundred feet beneath these canyons. The contaminated
perched groundwater bodies are separated from the
regional aquifer by hundreds of feet of dry rock, so
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recharge from the shallow perched groundwater
occurs slowly. As aresult, little contamination reaches
the regional aquifer from the shallow perched ground-
water bodies, and water quality impacts on the
regional aquifer, though present, are low. With one
exception (perchlorate in well O-1 in Pueblo Canyon)
drinking water in the Los Alamos area has not been
adversely impacted by Laboratory actions. All
drinking water produced by the Los Alamos County
water supply system meets federal and state drinking
water requirements.

The Groundwater Protection Program (RRES-GPP)
and the Water Quality and Hydrology Group (RRES-
WQH) implement the Laboratory’s groundwater
monitoring program. The RRES-WQH Group collects
groundwater samples from wells and springs within or
adjacent to the Laboratory and from the nearby San
I1defonso Pueblo.

B. Hydrogeologic Setting

Additional information on groundwater studies at
Los Alamos and a more detailed discussion of the
Laboratory’s hydrogeol ogic conceptual model appear
in the Laboratory’s annual groundwater status report
(Nylander et al. 2003).

1. Geologic Setting

LosAlamos National Laboratory islocated in
northern New Mexico on the Pgjarito Plateau, which
extends eastward from the Sierra de los Valles (the
eastern range of the Jemez Mountains) (Figure 5-1).
The Rio Grande borders the Laboratory on the east.
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Rocks of the Bandelier Tuff cap the Pajarito Plateau.
The tuff formed from volcanic ashfall deposits and
pyroclastic flows erupted from the Jemez Mountains
volcanic center approximately 1.2 to 1.6 million years
ago. The tuff is more than 1,000 ft thick in the western
part of the plateau and thins eastward to about 260 ft
adjacent to the Rio Grande.

On the western part of the Pajarito Plateau, the
Bandelier Tuff overlaps the Tschicoma Formation,
which consists of older volcanics that form the Jemez
Mountains (Figure 5-1). The Puye Formation con-
glomerate underlies the tuff beneath the central and
eastern portion of the plateau. The Cerros del Rio
basalt flows interfinger with the Puye Formation
conglomerate beneath the Laboratory. These forma-
tions overlie the sediments of the Santa Fe Group,
which extend across the Rio Grande Valley and are
more than 3,300 ft thick.

2. Groundwater Occurrence

LosAlamos has a semiarid climate with average
rainfall approximately 18.7 in./yr. The plateau has
ponderosa forest at higher elevations that gives way to

pifion-juniper woodlands as elevation decreases. The
plateau is separated into finger mesas by east-west
oriented canyons. These contain riparian vegetation
and small streams that for the most part have short-
lived or intermittent flow.

Groundwater beneath the Pgjarito Plateau occursin
three modes, two of which are perched (Figure 5-2).
Perched groundwater is retained above aless perme-
able layer and separated from underlying groundwater
by an unsaturated zone. The three modes of ground-
water occurrence are (1) perched alluvial groundwater
in canyon bottoms, (2) zones of intermediate-depth
perched groundwater whose location is controlled by
availability of recharge and by subsurface changesin
rock type and permeability, and (3) the regional
aquifer beneath the Pgjarito Plateau.

Streams have filled some parts of canyon bottoms
with aluvium up to 100 ft thick. Many relatively dry
canyons have little surface water flow and little or no
alluvia groundwater. In wet canyons, stream runoff
percolates through the alluvium until downward flow
isimpeded by less permeable layers of tuff, maintain-
ing shallow bodies of perched groundwater within the
alluvium. Evapotranspiration and infiltration into
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Figure 5-2. lllustration of geologic and hydrologic relationships in the Los Alamos area, showing the three modes

of groundwater occurrence.
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underlying rocks deplete the alluvial groundwater as it
moves down the canyon. The chemical quality of
some of the alluvial groundwater shows the effects of
Laboratory discharges.

Underneath portions of Pueblo, Los Alamos,
Mortandad, and Sandia canyons, intermediate perched
groundwater occurs within the lower part of the
Bandelier Tuff and within the underlying Puye
Formation and Cerros del Rio basalt (Figure 5-2).
These intermediate-depth groundwater bodies are
formed in part by recharge from the overlying perched
alluvia groundwater. Intermediate groundwater
occurrence is controlled by availability of recharge
and variations in permeability of the rocks underlying
the plateau. Depths of the intermediate perched
groundwater vary: approximately 120 ft in Pueblo
Canyon, 450 ft in Sandia Canyon, and 500750 ft in
Mortandad Canyon.

Some intermediate perched water occursin
volcanics on the flanks of the Sierrade los Valles to
the west of the Laboratory. This water discharges at
several springs (Armstead and American) and yields a
significant flow from a gallery in Water Canyon.
Intermediate perched water also occurs within the
Laboratory border just east of the Sierrade los Valles,
in the Bandelier Tuff at a depth of approximately
700 ft. The source of this perched water may be
infiltration from streams that discharge from canyons
along the mountain front and underflow of recharge
from the Sierrade los Valles. The intermediate
groundwater shows localized radioactive (tritium),
organic (high explosives [HES] cyclonite [RDX] and
trinitrotoluene [2,4,6-TNT] and degradation products),
and inorganic (perchlorate and nitrate) contamination
from Laboratory operations.

The regional aquifer of the Los Alamos area occurs
at adepth of 1,200 ft along the western edge of the
plateau and 600 ft along the eastern edge (Figures 5-1
and 5-3). The regional aquifer lies about 1,000 ft
beneath the mesa tops in the central part of the
plateau. This aquifer isthe only aquifer in the area
capable of serving as amunicipal water supply. Water
in the aquifer flows generally east or southeast toward
the Rio Grande, and underflow of groundwater from
the Sierra de los Valles appears to be the main source
of recharge for the regional aquifer. Groundwater
velocities vary spatially but are typically 30 ft/yr.

The surface of the aquifer rises westward from the
Rio Grande within the Tesuque Formation, part of the
Santa Fe Group (Figure 5-1). Underneath the central
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and western part of the plateau the aquifer rises farther
into the Cerros del Rio basalt and the lower part of the
Puye Formation.

The regional aquifer is separated from alluvial and
intermediate perched groundwater by approximately
350 to 620 ft of unsaturated tuff, basalt, and sediments
with low (< 10%) moisture content. Percolation losses
from alluvial and intermediate groundwater occur
through unsaturated flow. This percolation isa
significant source of contaminants that may reach the
regional aquifer within afew decades. The limited
extent of the alluvial and intermediate groundwater
bodies, along with the dry rock that underlies them,
[imit their volumetric contribution to recharge
reaching the regional aquifer.

C. Groundwater Standards

Concentrations of radionuclides in groundwater
samples may be evaluated by comparison with the
derived concentration guides (DCGs) for ingested
water calculated from DOE’s 100-mrem public dose
limit. (See Appendix A for adiscussion of standards.)
The New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission
(NMWQCC) has also established standards for
groundwater quality (NMWQCC 2002). Concentra-
tions of radioactivity in drinking water samples from
the water supply wells, which draw water from the
regional aquifer, are compared with New Mexico
drinking water regulations and Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) maximum contaminant
levels (MCLS) or to the 4-mrem DOE DCGs that
apply to drinking water. The DCG for gross alpha
assumes that the radioactivity comes solely from
americium-241 and plutonium-239,-240, thus is
conservative.

The concentrations of nonradioactive chemical
quality parameters may be evaluated by comparing
them with NMWQCC groundwater standards
(NMWQCC 2002) and with the New Mexico drinking
water regulations and EPA MCLs, although these
latter standards technically apply only to the public
water supply. EPA Region 6 tap water screening levels
are used for comparison for some compounds (http://
www.epa.gov/earthlr6/6pd/rcra_c/pd-n/screen.htm).
Although not a source of municipal or industrial
water, perched alluvial groundwater is a source of
return flow to surface water and springs used by
wildlife. (No livestock are allowed on the Laboratory.)
The standards for groundwater or the NMWQCC's
(NMWQCC 2000) surface water livestock watering

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 5-3. Generalized water-level contours for the regional aquifer (Nylander et al. 2003).
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and wildlife habitat water quality standards may be used
as abasis for comparison; however, these standards are
for the most part based on dissolved concentrations.
Many of the results reported here are total concentra-
tions (that is, they include both dissolved and suspended
solids concentrations), which may be higher than
dissolved concentrations alone.

D. Overview of Groundwater Quality
1. Groundwater Contaminant Sour ces

Liquid effluent disposal is the primary means by
which Laboratory contaminants have had alimited
effect on the regional aquifer. In most cases where
Laboratory contaminants are found at depth, the setting
is either a canyon where alluvial groundwater is usually
present (perhaps because of natural runoff or Laboratory
effluents) or alocation beneath a mesa-top site where
large amounts of liquid effluent have been discharged.
The discharge of effluents to canyons or mesa-top
locationsin the Laboratory’s semiarid setting initiates or
increases downward percolation of water. Even under
unsaturated flow conditions, this percolation may move
significant volumes of water to the regional aquifer
within afew decades.

Liquid effluent disposal at the Laboratory has
significantly affected the quality of alluvial groundwater
in some canyons (Figure 5-4). These effluents have
affected deeper intermediate perched groundwater and
the regional aquifer to alesser degree. Drainages that
received liquid radioactive effluents include Mortandad
Canyon, Pueblo Canyon from its tributary Acid Canyon,
and Los Alamos Canyon from its tributary DP Canyon.
Rogers (2001) and Emelity (1996) summarize radioac-
tive effluent discharge history at the Laboratory.

Water Canyon and its tributary Cafion de Valle have
received effluents produced by HE processing and
experimentation (Glatzmaier 1993, Martin 1993). Over
the years, Los Alamos County has operated three
sanitary treatment plants in Pueblo Canyon (ESP 1981).
Only the Bayo plant is currently operating. The Labora-
tory has also operated numerous sanitary treatment
plants, three of which are shown in Figure 5-4.

2. Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility
Discharges

Mortandad Canyon presently receives radioactive
effluents from the TA-50 Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility (RLWTF) from its tributary Effluent
Canyon. Since the RLWTF began operating in 1963, the
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radionuclides in the RLWTF effluent have often
exceeded the 100-mrem DOE public dose limit. The
effluent also contains nitrate that has caused perched
alluvia groundwater concentrations to exceed the
New Mexico groundwater standard of 10 mg/L
(nitrate as nitrogen). In April 1999, the RLWFT began
operating areverse osmosis and ultrafiltration system.
This system removes additional radionuclides and
nitrate from the effluent, and discharges from the
plant now meet the New Mexico groundwater stan-
dards for nitrate and fluoride. The RLWTF effluent
has met the 100-mrem DOE DCGs continuously since
December 10, 1999.

Perchlorate was measured in RLWTF effluent at
annual average concentrations of 254 parts per billion
(ppb) in 2000 and 169 ppb in 2001. The RLWTF
started operating a system for removing perchlorate
from the plant effluent on March 26, 2002. The annual
average RLWTF effluent perchlorate concentration for
2002 was 16 ppb, with none detected in the effluent
after March 31, 2002.

E. Groundwater Contaminant Distribution at L os
Alamos

The following sections provide an overview of the
extent of groundwater contamination at the Labora-
tory. More detail on sources, contaminant history, and
current monitoring results for each location is given in
later sections of this chapter. The discussion accompa
nying the maps serves as a general overview to
introduce groundwater contaminants, sources, and
locations.

The accompanying maps represent a synthesis of
the last several years of groundwater data collected for
Laboratory environmental monitoring and character-
ization programs.

The maps show contaminant locations extrapolated
beyond the area covered by monitoring wells. This
extrapolation takes into account the location of
contaminant sources and direction of groundwater
flow. Question marks on the maps indicate where
contaminant extent is inferred, but not confirmed by
monitoring coverage, or indicate locations where
analytical measurements suggest detections that are
contradicted by other measurements. Along canyons,
the extent of contamination lateral to the canyon is not
to scale: contamination is confined to the alluvium
within the canyon bottom and is quite narrow at the
map scale.
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Figure 5-4. Mgjor liquid release sources (effluent discharge) potentially affecting groundwater. (Most sources

shown are inactive.)

1. Strontium-90 and Transur anics

Release of radioactive liquid effluentsinto DP
Canyon, Los Alamos Canyon, and Mortandad Canyon
has introduced strontium-90 into the alluvial ground-
water that persists at levels above the 8-pCi/L EPA
drinking-water MCL, asindicated in Figure 5-5
(Rogers 2001). Strontium-90 has not been found in
deeper groundwater. In almost every intermediate
perched or regional aquifer sample, no strontium-90 is
detected; the occasional detections are analytical
outliers and not repeatable. The discharge from the
RLWTF into Mortandad Canyon creates a localized
area of alluvial groundwater with plutonium-238;

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

plutonium-239,-240; and americium-241 measured
above the 4-mrem DOE DCG for drinking water
(although this water is not used for drinking). (See
Figure 5-6.)

2. Nitrate and Perchlor ate

Until recently, the RLWTF discharge also contained
perchlorate and nitrate at high levels. The discharge
has caused nitrate (as nitrogen) levelsin alluvial and
intermediate perched groundwater in Mortandad
Canyon to exceed 10 mg/L, the New Mexico ground-
water standard (Figure 5-7). Perchlorate concentra-
tionsin these groundwater zones have reached

109



5. Groundwater Monitor

ing

Sr-90 > 8 pCi/L

~.— . — \u\ N i -
N N - T ~. Tre— ~ —TN A 1
SANTA FE 1 Los Alamos T T
\ NATIONAL N e & S—-. T .
A e _Pusblp N S T T
‘-, FOREST - AL : s
~.. N
~..
\.
T
N
>~/
N QO Can PM 3
@ von BANDELIER
\ _.@® PM-1NATIONAL
\ \,._ MONUMENT
N L / Qa o = A N e \ \\\
/ S TN ~ N @ sAN ILDEFONSO \PUEBLO"~
/ -V SR T N S AN\
/ \ \A,\‘ N 0@%\' \\ _ _:
m . N L
)N~ AN —~_ PM-2". S N\
I — PN T Potry, N LTS )
~. \ =~ Wate e ~- 27 A N /
S 84 - WaE.— o % NS N \ .
1 —— — /7J/ < \ == <
A\“_\”\OG ~2on \_’be/7 \QOJ, TS TN L
..\{[@ \ o Trce No, A N
woR N . \. .
~ 12, N\ s N ~.
| \,' OA/ NN \\O \
NA I VRN ..
oy, h 7N N S N
N \ 0, \ ~o
~. : VS N\ 3, N
Ne—e o\ s, N\ S \
\..\)" 6\/‘/ e g \.A\/;. \
\'\4 ), 2 N \‘
- Yo, \ . N
& Production well - ~00 N _A 5
- N ..
N LANL boundary TS "~ . SN
0 5000 10,000
"7 Watercourse Lot b, [ Radioactivity Treatment Plant
Major paved road [~ N
0 05  1mi . -
cARTography by A. Kron 1/15/03 \._ N

Location of Groundwater
Contaminants

- Perched Alluvial

(D Perched Intermediate
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nation by plutonium-238; plutonium-239,-240; and americium-241

above the 4-mrem DOE DCG for drinking water. The 2002 maximum values in Mortandad Canyon aluvial
groundwater for plutonium-238; plutonium-239,-240; and americium-241 were 1.4, 1.1, and 3.3 times the 4-mrem
limit, respectively. Different colors indicate the affected groundwater zones.
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200 ppb, well above provisional risk-based levels of
1 ppb. Perchlorate has possibly been detected in
regional aquifer monitoring wellsin Mortandad
Canyon (values below the 4 ppb detection limit), but
subsegquent samples have not substantiated this
finding. Our current detection limit for perchlorate,
using the EPA-approved ion chromatography (IC)
method, is 4 ppb. Perchlorate was also found in
alluvia groundwater in Cafion de Vallein 2000
(Figure 5-8).

In Pueblo Canyon, nitrate (as nitrogen) is found
above 10 mg/L in aluvia and intermediate perched
groundwater. Samples in one regional aquifer monitor-
ing well consistently show nitrate at approximately
5mg/L. The nitrate is likely from the Bayo Canyon
sanitary wastewater treatment plant, but it may also
have come from past Laboratory radioactive effluent
discharges into Acid Canyon. Discharges into Acid
Canyon probably contained large concentrations of
perchlorate, based on a similarity of past Laboratory
activities to those programs that currently process
effluent through the RLWTF. Perchlorate is found
within the regional aquifer in Pueblo Canyon, notably
in water supply well O-1. Although afew perchlorate
values from this well reach 5 ppb, most are slightly
below the 4-ppb detection limit. The number and
consistency of the perchlorate resultsin O-1 support
its presence at that level, however. O-1 also contains a
consistent 30-40 pCi/L of tritium and higher nitrate (as
nitrogen) than any other regional aquifer well. O-1
nitrate (as nitrogen) has been about 1.3 mg/L com-
pared with approximately 0.5 mg/L in other water
supply wells.

3. Tritium

During the last 10 years, tritium has been found
above the 20,000 pCi/L EPA MCL at the Laboratory
only in alluvia groundwater in Mortandad Canyon
(Figure 5-9). Radioactivity trends in Mortandad
Canyon groundwater are discussed in further detail in
section F of this chapter. At the end of 2000, the
RLWTF adopted a voluntary goal of having tritium
activity in its effluent below 20,000 pCi/L. Average
annual tritium activity in the RLWTF effluent dropped
below 20,000 pCi/L to 9,300 pCi/L in 2001 and 7,200
pCi/L in 2002. Tritium activity in alluvial groundwater
downstream has dropped correspondingly with
maximum values 6,7000pCi/L in 2001 and 8,400 pCi/L
in 2002. Underlying intermediate perched groundwa-
ter shows tritium at nearly 15,000 pCi/L at a 500-ft
depth. In the regional aquifer, the source of drinking

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

water, wells have shown tritium at up to 80 pCil/L,
well below the EPA MCL.

Elsewhere in the Laboratory, tritium has been
found in the intermediate perched groundwater and
theregional aquifer at trace levelsin locations that
include Pueblo, Los Alamos, and Sandia canyons, and
TA-16 in the southwest portion of the Laboratory. In
the past, alluvial groundwater in Los Alamos Canyon
has shown significant tritium levels from effluent
discharges and the Omega West Reactor leak, but
tritium activity has fallen below afew hundred pCi/L
in recent years. Rogers (1998) summarized the occur-
rence of tritium in groundwater at the Laboratory.

4. Molybdenum

A short section of alluvial groundwater in Los
Alamos Canyon has molybdenum concentrations near
or above the New Mexico groundwater standard of
1,000 pg/L (Figure 5-10). The source of this molybde-
num is sodium molybdate, a water-treatment chemical
commonly used in cooling towers. Historically,
sodium molybdate was used as atracer in managing
water chemistry in three cooling towers at TA-53.
These cooling towers have recently been replaced
with two new cooling towers. The Laboratory discon-
tinued use of sodium molybdate in June 2002.

5. High Explosives and Barium

The Laboratory formerly released wastewater from
several HE processing sitesin TA-16 and TA-9 into
Water Canyon and Cafion de Valle (atributary).
Alluvial groundwater in Cafion de Valle shows barium
above 1 mg/L, the New Mexico groundwater standard
(Figures 5-11 and 5-12) and RDX above 2 ppb, an
EPA risk-based groundwater action level. A more
recent EPA tap water screening level of RDX at
0.61 ppb corresponds to a 106 excess cancer risk.
Intermediate perched groundwater and the regional
aquifer in this area show RDX above 2 ppb and TNT
above 20 ppb.

F. Monitoring Network

Groundwater sampling locations are divided into
three principal groups, related to the three modes of
groundwater occurrence: the regional aquifer, perched
alluvial groundwater in the bottom of some canyons,
and localized intermediate-depth perched groundwater
systems (Figures 5-13 and 5-14). The springs and
wells are described by Purtymun (1995) and Nylander
et a. (2003). To document the potential impact of
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High Explosives (RDX > 2 ppb, TNT > 20 ppb)
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Figure 5-11. Location of groundwater contamination by RDX and TNT above EPA screening levels of 2 ppb and
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alluvia groundwater. This map is based on data obtained by the Environmental Restoration Project. Different
colors indicate the affected groundwater zones.
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Figure 5-13. Springs and wells used for intermediate perched and regional aquifer groundwater monitoring.

Laboratory operations on San |ldefonso Pueblo land, the
DOE entered into a Memorandum of Understanding in
1987 with the Pueblo and the Bureau of Indian Affairs
to conduct environmental sampling on pueblo land.
Groundwater monitoring stations at San |ldefonso
Pueblo sample the regional aquifer (except Basalt
Spring, an intermediate groundwater sampling point)
and are shown in Figure 5-15.

1. Regional Aquifer and Intermediate
Groundwater Monitoring

Sampling locations for the regional aquifer and
intermediate perched groundwater include monitoring
(test) wells, supply wells, and springs. New wells,

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

constructed under the Hydrogeol ogic Workplan, are
intended for additional groundwater characterization
efforts and to extend the Laboratory’s groundwater
monitoring system. Several of these wells were added
to the monitoring well network in 2002.

Early on, the Laboratory located monitoring wells
where they might detect contaminants infiltrating from
areas of effluent disposal or underground weapons-
testing operations. These wells penetrate only afew
tens or hundreds of feet into the upper part of the
regional aquifer. The casings are not cemented, which
would seal off surface infiltration along the boreholes.
The newer characterization wells were installed
beginning in 1998 (Nylander et al. 2003). Some of
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Figure 5-14. Springs and wells used for aluvial groundwater monitoring.

these newer wells penetrate down to 600 ft into the
regional aquifer, and several have multiple sampling
ports within intermediate perched zones and the
regional aquifer. Table S5-1 in the Data Supplement
identifies the groundwater zones sampled by different
ports of these wells.

The RRES-WQH Group collects samples from
12 deep water supply wellsin 3 well fields that pro-
duce water for the Laboratory and the community. The
County of Los Alamos owns and operates these wells.
The county isresponsible for demonstrating that the
supply system meets Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)
requirements. This chapter reports on supplemental
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SDWA sampling carried out by the RRES-WQH Group.
Koch and Rogers (2003) summarized operation of the
water supply system for the years 1998-2001. The
water supply wells are screened up to 1,600 ft within
the regional aquifer, and the wells draw samples that
integrate water over alarge depth range. Additional
regional aquifer samples come from wells located on
San |ldefonso Pueblo and from the Buckman well field
operated by the City of Santa Fe.

We sample numerous springs near the Rio Grande
because they represent natural discharge from the
regional aquifer (Purtymun et al. 1980). The springs
serve to detect possible discharge of contaminated

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 5-15. Springs and wells used for groundwater monitoring on San |ldefonso Pueblo.

groundwater from underneath the Laboratory into the
Rio Grande. Larger White Rock Canyon springs and
springs on San Ildefonso Pueblo lands are sampled
annually, with the remainder scheduled for sampling
in alternate years.

2. Alluvial Groundwater Monitoring

To determine the effect of present and past indus-
trial discharges on water quality, the RRES-WQH
Group uses shallow wells to sample the perched
alluvia groundwater in five canyons (Pueblo, Los
Alamos, Mortandad, and Pgjarito canyons, and
Cafada del Buey). In any given year, some of these
alluvia observation wells may be dry; and water
samples cannot be obtained. Observation wellsin
Water, Fence, and Sandia canyons have been dry since
their installation in 1989. All but two of the wellsin
Cafiada del Buey are generally dry. Many alluvial
wells that might ordinarily hold water could not be
sampled in 2002 because of the particularly dry
conditions during the winter and summer.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

G. 2002 Groundwater Sampling Results

Table S5-2 in the Data Supplement lists the results
of radiochemical analyses of groundwater samples for
2002. The table also lists the total propagated one-
sigma (one standard deviation) analytical uncertainty
and the analysis-specific minimum detectable activity,
where available. Uranium was analyzed by isotopic
methods; total uranium was calculated from these
values using specific activities for each isotope.
Table[1S5-3 shows |ow-detection-limit tritium results
from analyses done by the University of Miami.

To emphasize analytical results that are detections,
Table S5-4 in the Data Supplement lists radionuclides
detected in groundwater samples. Detections are
defined as values that exceed both the analytical
method detection limit (where available) and three
times the individual measurement uncertainty.
Qualifier codes are shown in Table S5-4 because some
analytical results that meet the detection criteriaare
not detections: in some cases, for example, the analyte
was found in the laboratory blank. In others, the result
was below the method detection limit, but the analyti-
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cal result was reported as the minimum detectable
activity (MDA). The table shows two categories of
qualifier codes. those from the analytical laboratory
and those from secondary validation (Tables S5-5,
S5-6, and S5-7 in the Data Supplement).

Because gross apha and gross beta are usually
detected, Table S5-4 indicates occurrences of these
measurements only above threshold values. The spe-
cificlevelsare 5 pCi/L for gross alpha and 20 pCi/L
for gross beta and are lower than the EPA MCLs or
screening levels. The right-hand columns of Table
S5-4 indicate radiochemical detections that are greater
than one-half of either the 100-mrem DOE DCGs for
public dose for ingestion of environmental water or
the standards shown. The DCGs assume that the
radioactivity comes solely from americium-241 and
plutonium-239,-240 for gross apha, or from stron-
tium-90 for gross beta, and are thus conservative.

Table S5-8 in the Data Supplement lists the results
of general chemical analyses of groundwater samples
for 2002. Table S5-9 lists groundwater perchlorate
results. The value for the perchlorate method detection
limit (MDL) is 4 ppb according to our independent
analytical laboratory, although the table gives smaller
values. The results of trace metal analyses appear in
Table S5-10.

In 2002 RRES-WQH personnel analyzed samples
from selected springs and monitoring wells for or-
ganic constituents (Table S5-11 in the Data Supple-
ment). Samples were analyzed for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and
HEs. Analytical methods are given in Appendix A,
Table A-4; and analytes for each suite arelisted in
Appendix A, Tables A-5 through A-8. RRES-WQH
personnel rejected many of the possible organic detec-
tions the analytical laboratory reported because the
compounds were either detected in method blanks
(that is, they were introduced during laboratory analy-
sis) or were detected in field quality-control samples,
including equipment and trip blanks. Equipment
blanks use distilled water in which sampling equip-
ment is rinsed before sampling to check for organic
contamination acquired during sampling. Trip blanks
go along during sampling to determine if organic
constituents come from sample transportation and
shipment. Table S5-12 in the Data Supplement shows
organic compounds detected above the analytical
laboratory’s reporting level in 2002, as well as results
from field quality-control (QC) samples.
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In the following sections, we discuss the results for
each of the three groundwater modes in the major
watersheds that encompass the Laboratory.

1. Overview of Radioactivity in Groundwater

The main radioactive element detected in the
regional aquifer is naturally occurring uranium, found in
springs and wells throughout the Rio Grande Valley.
Values that exceeded half the DOE public dose DCG
values in 2002 were gross alpha values in San |ldefonso
Pueblo springs and water supply wells and in City of
Santa Fe water supply wells. The gross alphain these
springs and wells is from the decay of naturally occur-
ring uranium in the water. The EPA MCL for gross
apha does not include the contribution to gross alpha
by uranium.

None of the radionuclide activitiesin perched
aluvia groundwater were above the 100-mrem DOE
DCG for public dose for ingestion of environmental
water, although the gross alphavalue at MCO-3, a
monitoring well in Mortandad Canyon, reached 40% of
the public dose DOE DCG. Except for americium-241,
strontium-90, plutonium-238, and plutonium-239,-240
values from Mortandad and Los Alamos canyons and
uranium-234 and uranium-238 values in Buckman well
No. 2, none of the radiochemical measurements
exceeded the 4-mrem DOE DCGs applicable to drink-
ing water. Strontium-90 exceeds the 8-pCi/L EPA MCL
in alluvial groundwater by afactor of 3.5 in Los Alamos
Canyon and by afactor of 8 in Mortandad Canyon.

2. Guaje Canyon (Includes Rendija and
Barrancas

Guaje Canyon isamajor tributary in the Los Alamos
Canyon watershed that heads in the Sierrade los Valles
and lies north of Laboratory land. The canyon has not
received any effluents from LANL activities. The Guaje
well field, located northeast of the Laboratory, contains
five water supply wells. No tritium was detected in low-
detection-limit (1 pCi/L) analyses of samples from these
wells (Table S5-3). Groundwater with atritium activity
below approximately 1.6 pCi/L is probably old and
isolated from surface recharge. The age of such ground-
water is more than 3,000 years, but large dating uncer-
tainties may be associated with small tritium activities
(Blake et al. 1995).

Neither strontium-90 nor perchlorate was detected
during sampling. Each supply well was tested at |east
twice for HE. RDX (Table S5-12) was detected in a

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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sample from supply well G-1A taken August 24. This
compound was not detected in afield duplicate on the
same date or in a sample from February 23, indicating a
possible analytical error.

3. LosAlamos Canyon (Includes Bayo, Acid,
Pueblo, and DP Canyons)

a. Pueblo Canyon. Pueblo Canyon receives
effluent from Los Alamos County’s Bayo sewage
treatment plant. Acid Canyon, atributary, received
radioactive industrial effluent from 1943 to 1964. Little
radioactivity shows up in groundwater at this time.
Seventeen |ow-detection-limit tritium results for supply
well O-1 averaged 33 pCi/L, indicating a subdued effect
of surface water recharge on tritium activity at the
regional aquifer. As described earlier, O-1 also shows
perchlorate just at the 4-ppb detection limit and above-
background nitrate. Because of aleaking fuel tank at
TA-21in 2002, well O-1 was tested monthly for diesel-
range organic compounds (DROS); none were detected.
Test Well 1 showed nitrate (as nitrogen) at 53% of the
10-mg/L EPA MCL in the regional aquifer. Thiswell
and Test Well 4 had levels of iron, lead, and manganese
in the range of the EPA MCLs. These levels were
related to aging steel and galvanized well components.

Results for intermediate well POI-4 were incom-
plete. Alluvial well APCO-1 has plutonium-239,-240 at
5% of the 4-mrem DCG and strontium-90 at 10% of the
8-pCi/L EPA MCL. The Cerro Grande fire impacted the
Pueblo Canyon watershed heavily, causing high
manganese, aluminum, and iron concentrationsin the
range of EPA MCLsin many surface water and shallow
perched aluvial groundwater samples. Alluvia well
APCO-1 again had elevated manganese and iron
concentrations in the range of EPA MCLs.

b. LosAlamos Canyon. Los Alamos Canyon
received releases of radioactive effluents during the
earliest Manhattan Project operations at TA-1 (1942—
1945) and until 1993 from nuclear reactors at TA-2.
From 1952 to 1986, aliquid-waste treatment plant
discharged effluent that contained radionuclides from
the old plutonium-processing facility at TA-21 into
DP Canyon, atributary to Los Alamos Canyon.

Los Alamos Canyon also received radionuclides and
metals in discharges from the sanitary sewage lagoons
and cooling towers at the Los Alamos Neutron Science
Center (LANSCE) at TA-53.

In the regional aquifer sample from monitoring well
R-7, americium-241 was in one of three duplicate
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analyses, afinding that suggests that the detection is a
false positive. Thiswell showed tritium at 2.3 pCi/L,
suggesting marginal impact of recent surface recharge
(Blake et al. 1995). An equipment blank from interme-
diate well R-9i showed plutonium-239,-240, suggest-
ing contamination of the sampling equipment. The
two intermediate horizons in this well had tritium
values of about 250 and 127 pCi/L, indicating a
subdued impact from surface recharge. Supply well
O-4 had a nondetection for tritium, below the MDA of
1 pCi/L. Basalt Spring had plutonium-239,-240 at
approximately 3% of the 4-mrem DOE DCG. This
spring may represent intermediate groundwater, but as
it discharges near the stream in Los Alamos Canyon,
the plutonium result might also reflect surface
contamination of the sample during collection.

Basalt Spring also had nitrate (as nitrogen) at 56%
of the 10-mg/L EPA MCL, possibly reflecting sanitary
discharges from the Bayo sewage treatment plant.
WEells R-7 and R-9i showed high levels of iron and
manganese in the range of EPA MCLs. These metal
concentrations are a temporary effect of well construc-
tion (Longmire 2002a, Longmire and Goff 2002). As
with other older monitoring wells, Test Well 3 has
high iron, lead, and manganese in the range of EPA
MCL s because of aging steel and galvanized well
components. | sopropyl benzene was detected in one
sample at R-7 at less than 0.01% of the EPA Region 6
screening level. This compound was also detected
during characterization sampling of the well and may
be atemporary result of drilling fluids (Longmire and
Goff 2002). Supply well O-4 was tested twice for HE
and monthly for DRO; none of these compounds were
detected.

Alluvial groundwater in Los Alamos Canyon
showed strontium-90 at 1.3 to 3.6 times the 8-pCi/L
EPA MCL. Tritium was barely detectable at a
150-pCi/L detection limit, in contrast to values of
10,000 to 100,000 pCi/L in previous decades (Rogers
1998). Americium-241 and plutonium-239,-240 were
detected at 3% of the 4 mrem DCG in the mouth of
DP Canyon. Monitoring well LAO-3A showed
fluoride at about half the New Mexico groundwater
standard. High manganese, aluminum, and iron
concentrations (in the range of EPA MCLs) reflect
Cerro Grande fire effects on water quality; aluminum
and iron also correlate to turbidity in the water
samples (Riebsomer 2003).

Molybdenum reached the highest levels ever in
aluvia groundwater: 90% of the 1-mg/L New Mexico
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groundwater standard in monitoring well LAO-2 and
250% of the limit in LAO-3A (Figure 5-16). The
molybdenum comes from cooling towers at TA-53
(LANSCE). Use of sodium molybdate was discontin-
ued in June 2002.

4. Sandia Canyon

Sandia Canyon has a small drainage area that heads
at TA-3. The canyon receives water from the cooling
tower at the TA-3 power plant. Treated effluents from
the TA-46 Sanitary Wastewater Systems (SWS)
Facility are rerouted to Sandia Canyon.

WEell R-12 at the eastern Laboratory boundary had
low levels of tritium in two intermediate zones and the
regional aquifer, indicating a slight effect on these
horizons by recent recharge. Samples from nearby
supply well PM-1 showed tritium near the 1 pCi/L
detection limit, but no tritium was detected in PM-3
samples.

One of four PM-3 perchlorate analyses from
samples on January 16 was an apparent detection; the
result was below the 4-ppb MDL and was the only
detection among the 17 analyses from this well during
all of 2002. Several R-12 samples had high manga-
nese (in the range of EPA MCLSs), atemporary result

of well construction (Longmire 2002b). The supply
wells were tested monthly for DROs and less fre-
quently for HE; no such compounds were detected
except in afield blank.

5. Mortandad Canyon (includes Ten Site
Canyon and Cafada del Buey)

Mortandad Canyon has a small drainage area that
heads at TA-3. This drainage area receives inflow
from natural precipitation and a number of National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
outfalls, including one from the RLWTF at TA-50.
Past dischargesinto tributary Ten Site Canyon
included a previous radioactive-effluent treatment
plant at TA-35.

Cafada del Buey, atributary to Mortandad Canyon,
contains a shallow perched alluvia groundwater
system of limited extent, and only two observation
wells here have ever contained water. Because treated
effluent from the Laboratory’s SWS Facility may at
some time be discharged into the Cafiada del Buey
drainage system, a network of five shallow groundwa-
ter monitoring wells and two moisture-monitoring
holes was installed during the early summer of 1992
within the upper and middle reaches of the drainage.

Molybdenum in Los Alamos Canyon Alluvium
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Figure 5-16. Molybdenum historiesin Los Alamos Canyon aluvial groundwater
compared with the New Mexico groundwater standard.
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Past discharges included accidental releases from
experimental reactors and laboratories at TA-46.

a. 2002 Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment
Facility Discharges. The cumulative discharge of
radionuclides from the RLWTF into Mortandad
Canyon between 1963 and 1977 and yearly discharge
data for 2000 through 2002 appear in Table S5-13in
the Data Supplement. Table S5-13 also shows mean
annual levelsin effluent for each radionuclide and the

ratio of this to the 100-mrem DOE DCG for public
dose. Figure 5-17 shows the relationship of RLWTF
average annual radionuclide activities and mineral
concentrations in discharges to DOE DCGs or New
Mexico groundwater standards since 1996.

The new reverse osmosis and ultrafiltration system
began operating at the RLWTF in April 1999. This
system is designed to remove additional radionuclides
from the effluent and to ensure that the discharges
meet the DOE DCGs for public dose. Americium-241;

RLWTF Mean Annual Radionuclide Activity in Discharge
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Figure 5-17. Ratio of average annual radionuclide activity and mineral concentration in RLWTF discharges to
100-mrem DOE DCGs or New Mexico groundwater standards for 1996 to 2002.
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plutonium-238; and plutonium-239,-240 in the
discharge have not exceeded the public dose DCGs
since December 1999. At the end of 2000, the RLWTF
adopted a voluntary goal of tritium activity below
20,000 pCi/L in its effluent. Whenever possible,
effluent with tritium above 20,000 pCi/L is segregated
and trucked to the TA-53 RLWTF evaporation basins
for evaporation. Since 2000, tritium activity in the
effluent has fallen below 20,000 pCi/L.

During 2002, the nitrate (as nitrogen) concentra-
tions of al effluent discharges from the RLWTF were
less than 10 mg/L. The average 2002 effluent nitrate
concentration (value of 1.54 mg/L) was below the
New Mexico groundwater standard of 10 mg/L and
was much lower than the values for previous years. In
2002, the nitrate concentration in Mortandad Canyon
base flow at the surface water station Mortandad
below Effluent Canyon was 0.5 mg/L.

The fluoride concentration in the discharge al'so has
declined over the last few years. The 2002 effluent
fluoride concentration (average value of 0.46 mg/L)
was below the New Mexico groundwater standard of
1.6 mg/L. In 2002, the fluoride concentration in
Mortandad Canyon at the surface water station
Mortandad below Effluent Canyon was 0.53 mg/L.

RLWTF annual perchlorate discharges in 2000,
2001, and 2002 were 4.74 kg, 2.29 kg, and 0.175 kg,
respectively. The resulting annual average effluent
concentrations in 2000, 2001, and 2002 were
254[[g/L, 169 pg/L, and 16 pg/L, respectively. The
new system at the RLWTF for removing perchlorate
from the effluent became operational on March 26,
2002; no perchlorate was detected in the effluent after
this date. The average figure of 16 ug/l for 2002
reflects an average of samples from the beginning of
the year with nondetects after March.

b. Mortandad Canyon Intermediate Ground-
water and Regional Aquifer. In 2002, Test Well 8
was the only regional aquifer well in Mortandad
Canyon sampled for environmental surveillance, and
results were incompl ete because of sample loss.
Neither strontium-90 nor perchlorate was detected in
samples collected from this well on three dates.

Initial results from new well MCOBT-4.4, drilled
to an intermediate perched zone, showed several
contaminants at concentrations of concern (Broxton et
al. 20024). The 500-ft-deep intermediate perched zone
sample found about 13,000 pCi/L of tritium (MCL of
20,000 pCi/L), 13.2 mg/L of nitrate (as nitrogen, MCL
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10 mg/L), and 142 pg/L of perchlorate (no MCL,
provisional EPA level of 1 pg/L).

c. Alluvial Groundwater. Radionuclide levelsin
Mortandad Canyon aluvial groundwater are, in general,
highest nearest to the TA-50 RLWTF outfall at well
MCO-3 and decrease down the canyon. The levels of
strontium-90, gross beta, and (until 2000) tritium
usually exceed EPA drinking water criteriain many of
the wells. In some years, the levels exceed the 4-mrem
DOE drinking water DCGs, but the levels do not exceed
the 100-mrem DOE DCGs for public dose for ingestion
of environmental water.

In 2002, americium-241 at MCO-3 was more than
300% of the 4-mrem DCG but was 44% of the DCG at
MCO-5 and decreased to 12% at MCO-7. Gross beta
values ranged from more than 100% to 340% of the
EPA screening level in aluvial groundwater samples.
Tritium was found at activities ranging from
3,200 pCi/L to 8,400 pCi/L (in the range of the MCL of
20,000 pCi/L). Plutonium-238 and plutonium-239,-240
at MCO-3 were at 140% and 110%, respectively, of the
4-mrem DOE DCGs. Plutonium-238 was also found at
MCO-5 at 3% of the 4-mrem DCG.

Under the Laboratory’s groundwater discharge plan
application for the RLWTF, the RRES-WQH Group
during 2002 collected separate quarterly samples for
nitrate, fluoride, perchlorate, and total dissolved solids
from three alluvial monitoring wells in Mortandad
Canyon: MCO-3, MCO-6, and MCO-7. Many of the
Mortandad Canyon aluvia groundwater samples had
fluoride and nitrate concentrations greater than half the
New Mexico groundwater standards. As shown in
Figure 5-18, the nitrate (nitrate as nitrogen) concentra-
tion of effluent discharge from the RLWTF after March
1999 has been less than 10 mg/L. The concentration of
fluoride in the RLWTF effluent after August 1999 has
been less than the 1.6 mg/L standard.

During 2002, nitrate concentrations in Mortandad
Canyon alluvia groundwater were below the
NMWQCC groundwater standard of 10 mg/L (nitrate as
nitrogen) (Figure 5-14). During 2002, fluoride concen-
trations were below the NMWQCC groundwater
standard of 1.6 mg/L.

Perchlorate was detected in groundwater during 2002
at every aluvial groundwater well sampled in
Mortandad Canyon. Perchlorate concentrations in-
creased down canyon from some nondetect values near
the RLWTF outfall to 143 pug/L at downstream well
MCO-7. Theincrease of perchlorate down canyon
indicates that the concentrations in alluvial groundwater
are decreasing in response to improved effluent quality.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002



5. Groundwater Monitoring

Nitrate in Mortandad Canyon Alluvial Groundwater in 1999-2002
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Figure 5-18. Fluoride, nitrate, and perchlorate in RLWTF effluent and Mortandad Canyon groundwater from 1999
through 2002.
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d. Long-Term Radioactivity Trends. Figure
5-19 depicts long-term trends of radionuclide concen-
trations in surface water and shallow perched alluvial
groundwater in Mortandad Canyon downstream from
the RLWTF outfall at TA-50. Because of its strong
adsorption to sediments, cesium-137 is not detected in
groundwater samples. The figure shows only radionu-
clide detections. If more than one sample was collected
in ayear, the average value for the year is plotted. The
surface water samples are from the station below Efflu-
ent Canyon, a short distance downstream from the
outfall. Radioactivity levels at this station vary daily
depending on whether individual samples are collected
after arelease from the RLWTF. These samples also
vary in response to changing amounts of runoff from
other sources in the drainage. The groundwater samples
are from observation well MCO-5 in the middle reach
of the canyon. Groundwater radioactivity at MCO-5is
more stable than surface water sampled at Mortandad
below Effluent Canyon because groundwater responds
more slowly to variations in runoff water quality.

Chemical reactions such as adsorption do not delay
tritium transport, and high tritium activities are found
throughout the groundwater within the Mortandad
Canyon aluvium (Figure 5-19). Average annual tritium
activity in the RLWTF effluent dropped below
20,000 pCi/L in 2001 and 2002, and tritium activity has
consequently dropped in surface water and alluvial
groundwater in those 2 years.

Americium-241 activity has not been measured
regularly at monitoring stations in Mortandad Canyon.
For most years up to 1999, the americium-241 activity
of RLWTF discharges exceeded the 100-mrem DOE
DCG for public dose of 30 pCi/L. In the last few years,
americium-241 in surface water and aluvial groundwa-

ter nearest the outfall has been just below the 10000mrem

DOE DCG. Americium-241 in aluvial groundwater
downstream at MCO-5 has been below the 4-mrem
DOE DCG.

In 2002, RRES-WQH personnel detected strontium-
90 in surface water at Mortandad below Effluent
Canyon and in all sampled perched alluvial groundwa-
ter observation wells. The activitiesremain at valuesin
the range of the EPA drinking water standard (8 pCi/L)
and the 4-mrem DOE DCG for drinking water
(40 pCi/L). It appears that strontium-90 has been
retained by adsorption or mineral precipitation within
the upstream portion of the alluvium. The level of
strontium-90 has risen gradually at downstream wells
MCO-5 and MCO-6 during the last 20 years, suggest-
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ing that the mass of the radionuclide is moving slowly
downstream.

RRES-WQH personnel detected both plutonium
isotopes at Mortandad below Effluent Canyon and at
MCO-3, but only plutonium-238 at MCO-5 in 2002.
Both isotopes have been detected at Mortandad bel ow
Effluent Canyon and at MCO-3 at levels near the
100-mrem DOE public dose DCGs (30 pCi/L for pluto-
nium-239,-240 and 40 pCi/L for plutonium-238), but
the levels have decreased during the past few years.
Values at other alluvial observation wells, except for
MCO-4 and MCO-7.5, were near the detection limit in
the 1990s. Plutonium has, in general, been detected in
all aluvial observation wellsin Mortandad Canyon but
appears to be decreasing in activity at downstream
locations.

e. Canada del Buey. Water supply wells PM-4
and PM-5 are on the mesa top just south of Cafiada del
Buey. In 2002, neither of the wells had tritium detect-
able by the low-detection-limit method (MDA about
1 pCi/L). PM-4 did not operate much during 2002 and
had few sample events. PM-5 had 14 perchlorate
analyses from monthly samples with no detections. No
HE compounds were detected in samples from these
wells.

In 2002, americium-241 at aluvia well CDBO-6
was just over the detection limit at 2% of the 4-mrem
DCG; but it was not detected in a duplicate sample,
suggesting afalse positive. CDBO-6 had a gross apha
result of 3.4 pCi/L in 2002. The well had gross alpha
results of 3.7 pCi/L and 19.3 pCi/L on separate datesin
2001 and has shown higher valuesin 1993, 1994,
1997, and 1998. Other radioactivity has not usually
been detected in CDBO-6 or -7. These wells often are
dry and produce turbid samples. CDBO-6 had high
aluminum and iron values, probably related to a high
turbidity of about 25 nephlometric turbidity units and
total suspended solids of 28 mg/L (Riebsomer 2003).

6. Pajarito Canyon (Includes Twomile and
Threemile Canyons)

Pajarito Canyon has a drainage that extends into the
Sierradelos Valles west of the Laboratory. In lower
Pajarito Canyon near the eastern Laboratory boundary,
saturated alluvium occurs but does not extend beyond
that boundary. Some firing sites border portions of
Twomile and Threemile canyons. A nuclear materials
experimental facility at TA-18 occupies the floor of
Pajarito Canyon. Areas used for disposal of organic
solvents and low-level radioactive waste occupy the
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5. Groundwater Monitoring

mesa north of the lower part of the canyon. Three
shallow observation wells were constructed in 1985
as part of a compliance agreement with the State of
New Mexico to determine whether technical areasin
the canyon or solid-waste disposal activities on the
adjacent mesa were affecting the quality of shallow
groundwater. No effects were observed.

In 2002, supply well PM-2 did not have tritium
detectable by the low-detection-limit method (MDA
about 1 pCi/L). RDX was detected at alow level on
May 18 but not found in four samples collected on
three other dates, suggesting afalse positive. The
analytical |aboratory assigned a data qualifier (“P”
flag) to the RDX result for poor precision (>25%
difference between two analytical columns).

Technetium-99 was detected in regiona aquifer-
monitoring well R-22 ports 3 and 4 during the first of
four sampling rounds, but it was not detected during
subsequent sampling (Longmire 2002c). The values
were just above the detection limit, casting uncer-
tainty on the results. The 2002 sampling found
technetium-99 in only 2 of 12 analyses: these samples
were the equipment blank and field blank collected
during sampling of port 1 (Table S5-14, in the Data
Supplement). The analytical results were just above
the detection limit. The results, if true detections of
technetium-99, suggest that the field-sampling
equipment might initially have been contaminated by
dust or another source at the sampling site.

R-22 also showed tritium at 2-to-3 pCi/L in the
uppermost port and 13 pCi/L in the deepest port. The
three intermediate ports showed no tritium detections.
Tritium was detected during previous characterization
samples at similar levelsin the top and bottom ports.
Tritium detections in other ports did not continue
past[ithe first sampling events, suggesting that the
tritiumOwas introduced during well construction
(Longmire 2002c).

High concentrations of iron and manganese (in the
range of EPA MCLSs) in R-22 are atemporary effect
of well construction (Longmire 2002c). Sampling for
VOCs and SVOCs found only one compound,
isopropyl benzene, in port 1. This compound was
found in port 1 during the third and fourth character-
ization sampling rounds, and in port 5 on the fourth
round. Isopropyl benzene may be atemporary result
of drilling fluids used (Longmire and Goff 2002).

No aluvial wells were sasmpled in Pgjarito Canyon
in 2002 because of lack of water in the aluvium.
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7. Water Canyon (Includes Cafion de Valle,
Potrillo and Fence, Indio canyons)

Water Canyon and Cafion de Valle (atributary)
pass through the southern portion of LANL where the
Laboratory conducts explosives development and
testing. In the past, the Laboratory released wastewa-
ter into both canyons from several HE-processing sites
in TA-16 and TA-9. In 1997, the Laboratory consoli-
dated these individual NPDES outfalls into one outfall
for the High Explosives Wastewater Treatment
Facility. The Potrillo, Fence, and Indio canyon
watersheds contain several open-burning/open-
detonation and firing sites used for open-air testing of
weapons systems.

Of the seven sampled ports of monitoring well
R-19, the upper port is dry, the second port iswithin a
perched zone, and the remaining five ports are in the
regional aquifer. No tritium was detected in any of the
six sampled ports of R-19 at a detection limit of about
1 pCi/L, consistent with characterization sampling
results (Longmire 2002d). Groundwater with such
tritium is probably older than 3,000 years and is not
affected by recent surface recharge. Several ports
showed high levels of iron and manganese (relative to
EPA MCLs), atemporary effect of well construction
(Longmire 2002d). Arsenic in the deepest port
occurred at 53% of the EPA MCL; values during
characterization sampling in the three deepest ports
ranged from 30% to 150% of the MCL. Most volatile
and semivolatile organic compounds found in R-19
samples were also found in associated equipment, trip,
or field blanks. These findings suggest that the results
are false positives or chemicals inadvertently added
during analytical laboratory analysis.

R-25 has four portsin alarge intermediate perched
zone and four in the regional aquifer (Broxton et al.
2002b). Port 5 at a depth of 1,309 ft is the uppermost
regional aquifer port. The intermediate port at 1,063 ft
only yielded water during the first of four character-
ization-sampling events. The Laboratory completed
installation of the well casing in May 1999 and
installed the Westbay packer system in October 2000.
During the intervening 17 months, the well casing
stayed open, allowing commingling of water between
the eight screens. This mixing of water from different
groundwater zones has temporarily obscured the
original water quality differences between the zones.
Several key constituents (tritium, chlorinated solvents,
and HE compounds) were introduced into regional
aquifer screens during the 17 months before packer
installation. Concentration histories for the ports from
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five sampling episodes indicate that concentrations for
several analytes are decreasing and stabilizing over
time. These concentration results indicate that several
of these constituents are present in the regional

aquifer only at very low levels, if at al.

Four main constituents of concern were found in
the latest (August 2002) sampling of R-25 and during
previous characterization sampling (Longmire 2003).
Two constituents were the HE compounds RDX and
TNT, and two were the organic chlorinated solvents
tetrachloroethene (tetrachloroethylene, perchloroeth-
ylene, or PERC) and trichloroethene (trichloroethyl-
ene or TCE). RRES-WQH personnel found these
constituents at several depths at concentrations near or
above EPA MCLs or EPA Region 6 tap water screen-
ing levels.

Tritium histories for the ports (Figure 5-20)
indicate that tritium activities in the intermediate
perched zone have stabilized at values ranging from
30 pCi/L to 55 pCi/L, following the first sample
round. This suggests that tritium activity in the
groundwater surrounding these ports is no longer
affected by groundwater mixing during construction
and that the well casing has isolated the groundwater
zones from each other. The tritium activity in the
uppermost regional port at 1,309 ft has stabilized at
approximately 17 pCi/L, and activities in the deepest
three regional aquifer ports continueto fall. The

tritium activity in the uppermost regional port shows
the effect of recharge from the overlying intermediate
perched groundwater.

We found HE constituents and their degradation
products during drilling of R-25 and subsequent
sampling (Broxton et a. 2002b). RDX occursin the
upper port of the intermediate perched zone at an
average concentration of 50 pg/L (Figure 5-21),
compared to an EPA tap water screening level of
0.61Mqg/L (corresponding to 106 excess cancer risk).
Concentrations of RDX at other portsin the first
characterization-sampling event ranged from 5 pg/L to
28 ug/L and have declined to 1.9 ug/L to 3.3 pug/L in
the deeper ports where RDX is still detected. The
sampling results do not yet rule out the presence of
RDX in the regional aquifer ports. However, the
concentration histories suggest that RDX is present in
large amounts only in groundwater near the upper port
and was introduced into the other ports by groundwa-
ter mixing during well construction. TNT concentra-
tion histories (Figure 5-21) lead to a similar conclu-
sion: TNT is present in the upper intermediate perched
zone port at an average concentration of 2.4 pg/L,
compared to an EPA tap water screening level of
2.24[g/L. Concentrations (where detected) in
regional aquifer ports are steadily decreasing, averag-
ing 0.34 pg/L in the two ports where it was detected in
August 2002.

R-25 Tritium Histories at Each Port
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Figure 5-20. Tritium histories at R-25 ports. (Characterization data were provided

by P. Longmire.)
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R-25 RDX Histories at Each Port
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Figure5-21. RDX and TNT histories at R-25 ports. (Characterization data were provided
by P. Longmire.)
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Two chlorinated solvents, PERC and TCE, were
found in samples from several ports at R-25 through-
out their sampling history. Both solvents have EPA
MCLsof 5 pug/L. PERC was detected in three of five
samplesin the upper port at an average concentration
of 1.2 pg/L (EPA tap water screening level of
1.08[Pg/L). This compound was detected in two of
five sampling events at two other intermediate
perched ports, including the most recent two samples
at the 1,197-ft port 4 at the base of the perched zone.
The average of these results was 0.8 ug/L. TCE was
found in all five samples from the upper port at an
average concentration of 1.5 ug/L (EPA tap water
screening level of 1.63 pg/L). The two most recent
analytical resultswere 1.7 pg/L. TCE was detected in
the two most recent (2002) samples at port 4 (aswas
PERC) and also one time in each of three other ports
(Figure 5-22). The analytical results for PERC and
TCE indicate that the chlorinated solvents are present
at screening levels and at 30% to 40% of the MCL.

Several R-25 ports showed levels of iron and
manganese (EPA MCLs), atemporary effect of well
construction found in other recently drilled wells
(Longmire 2002d). Nickel and chromium occurred at
levels above EPA MCLSs, possibly another temporary
effect of well construction. Boron in port 2 was 77%
of the New Mexico groundwater standard and was
above background in port 1. Boron may be the result
of infiltration of Laboratory effluents. In addition to
analyzing samples for HE compounds, RRES-WQH
personnel analyzed samples for SVOC and VOC
compounds. Other than the compounds previously
discussed, no compounds were detected that were not
also found in field, trip, or equipment blanks.

Samples from the Water Canyon gallery, which
came from intermediate perched groundwater flowing
from volcanicsin the Sierra de los Valles west of the
Laboratory boundary, contained no detected radionu-
clides or constituents above drinking water standards.

8. Ancho Canyon

AreaAB at TA-49 was the site of underground
nuclear weapons component testing from 1959 to
1961 (Purtymun and Stoker 1987; ESP 1988). The
tests involved HEs and fissionable material insuffi-
cient to produce a nuclear reaction. In 1960, the US
Geological Survey drilled three deep wells to monitor
regional aquifer water quality. No radionuclides were
detected in these wellsin 2002 and no other inorganic
constituents except aluminum (related to turbidity)
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exceeded regulatory standards. All three wells were
sampled for HE compounds, with no HE compounds
detected. Monitoring well DT-9 was sampled for other
organic compounds. Only methylene chloride was
detected: thisis acommon analytical laboratory
contaminant and was detected in atrip blank at a
similar level.

9. White Rock Canyon Springs

The springs that issue along the Rio Grande in
White Rock Canyon represent the principal discharge
of regional aquifer groundwater that flows underneath
the Laboratory (Purtymun et al. 1980). The springs
serve as boundary monitoring points for evaluating the
Laboratory’s impact on the regional aquifer. Other
than very low levels of tritium, the only radionuclide
detections in White Rock Canyon springs were
uranium in La Mesita Spring and plutonium-238in
Spring 2. Naturally occurring uranium is commonly
detected in La Mesita Spring. The plutonium-238
value was just above the detection limit and islikely a
false positive.

The RRES-WQH Group analyzed several springs
using the low-detection-limit tritium method. Except
where impacted by effluent discharge, activities of
tritium in the regional aquifer in other parts of the
Laboratory range between 1 and 3 pCi/L. Tritium
concentrations in northern New Mexico surface water
and rainwater range from 30 to 40 pCi/L. Rainfall
around the Laboratory may have higher tritium
activity (Adamset al. 1995). Most of the springs had
tritium values ranging between nondetection (less than
about 1 pCi/L) and 3 pCi/L. Three springs (4, 4B, and
4C) issue within afew hundred feet of each other near
the Rio Grande. Spring 4B had tritium values near
45 pCi/L, while the other two springs had tritium
values near 10 pCi/L. Spring 4B has alow flow rate
and all the spring samples may be affected to some
degree by rainfall. The largest spring in the area,
Spring 4A, had a nondetect for tritium.

Perchlorate was not detected in 2002 in any springs
at the 4 pg/L detection limit of the IC method. Two
analyses of a sample from Spring 4 had results of
12[g/L. However, the analyst apparently spiked the
original sample (as amatrix spike); multiple reanaly-
ses of the sample resulted in nondetects.

Tetryl, an HE compound, was found at Spring 6.
Severa semivolatile compounds were found in the
Spring 4 sample. Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate is a
plastics component; it and di-n-butylphthalate are
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Figure 5-22. PERC and TCE histories at R-25 ports. (Characterization data were provided
by P. Longmire.)
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often found as aresult of contamination during
analytical laboratory organic analysis. Diphenyl-
hydrazine is unlikely to be detected in spring samples
asit rapidly oxidizes in water under aerobic condi-
tions. In the past, it was used in dye production, but
now it is used in manufacturing arthritic drugs. The
detection islikely afalse positive. Bromomethane is
used as a fumigant and is another compound used in
analytical chemistry.

10. San Ildefonso Pueblo

The groundwater data for San I1defonso Pueblo
indicate the widespread presence of naturally occur-
ring uranium at levels approaching the EPA MCL of
30 pg/L. Naturally occurring uranium concentrations
near the EPA MCL are prevalent in well water
throughout the Pojoaque area and San I1defonso
Pueblo. The high gross alpha readings for these wells
are related to uranium occurrence. In 2002, New
Community well had the highest total uranium of
23g/L, and Westside Artesian well had 21 pg/L. The
uranium concentration at Pagjarito Well Pump 1 was
approximately 8 pg/L. These measurements are
consistent with the levelsin previous samples.

The gross alpha valuesin New Community well
and Westside Artesian well exceeded half the
100-mrem DOE public dose DCG values in 2002. The
uranium-234 values in these wells exceeded half the
4-mrem DOE DCG for drinking water. The gross
alphalevelsin these wells are attributable to the
presence of uranium. The DCG for gross alpha
assumes that the radioactivity comes solely from
americium-241 and plutonium-239,-240, and, as such,
the DCG is conservative. The gross alphavaluesin
some wells were also above the EPA primary drinking
water standard of 15 pCi/L. The EPA MCL for gross
alpha, however, does not include the contribution to
gross apha by radon or uranium.

Strontium-90 seemed to be detected in two wells,
LA-5 and Westside Artesian. We obtained six total
analyses from three samples at each well. Several
reanalyses and analysis of follow-up samples did not
confirm these detections, which appear to be false
positives. Westside Artesian well had a nondetect for
low-detection-limit tritium, and LA-5 had alow value
of 0.86 pCi/L. These values indicate substantial age
for this water, or alack of influence from recent
surface recharge.

Several of the San Ildefonso Pueblo wells have
levels of sodium, chloride, fluoride, and total dis-
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solved solids near or above New Mexico groundwater
standards or EPA health advisory levels. Perchlorate
was not detected in 2002 in any San Ildefonso Pueblo
wells at the 4-pg/L detection limit of the |C method.
The boron value in the Westside Artesian well was
240% of the NMWQCC groundwater standard of
750[pg/L. Thisvalue was similar to the values of
past years. The J. Martinez House Well had arsenic
near the EPA MCL and |lead near the EPA screening
level. No PCBs, SVOCs, or VOCs were found in
San I1defonso Pueblo well samples.

11. Buckman Well Field

In 2002, we sampled three wellsin the City of
Santa Fe's Buckman Field for radionuclides and
general inorganic chemistry constituents, with two
rounds of samples for strontium-90, perchlorate,
tritium, and HEs.

One sample from Buckman well No. 2 contained
about 248 pg/L of uranium compared with the EPA
MCL of 30 pg/L, avaluein line with earlier values
obtained for that well. Buckman No. 1 had 16 pg/L of
uranium and Buckman No. 8 had 14 pg/L.

The gross aphavalue in Buckman well No. 2
exceeded the 100-mrem DOE public dose DCG values
in 2002, and the gross alpha values in Buckman No. 1
and Buckman No. 8 were about half the DCG. The
gross aphalevelsin these wells are attributable to the
presence of uranium. The DCG for gross alpha
assumes that the radioactivity comes solely from
americium-241 and plutonium-239,-240, and, as such,
the DCG is conservative. The uranium-234 and
uranium-238 values in Buckman well No. 2 well
exceeded the 4-mrem DOE DCG for drinking water,
and the uranium-234 values for Buckman No. 1 and
Buckman No. 8 were about 40% of the DCG. The
gross alpha values in these wells were also above the
EPA primary drinking-water standard of 15 pCi/L. The
gross alpha values for Buckman No. 1 and No. 8 were
105% of the MCL and for Buckman No. 2 was
1,200% of the MCL. The EPA MCL for gross apha,
however, does not include the contribution to gross
alphaby radon or uranium.

No tritium was detected in Buckman well No. 1 at
adetection limit of about 1 pCi/L. On October 10,
2002, duplicate samples were collected from
Buckman well No. 2: one showed 1.4 pCi/L, the other
was a hondetect. A reanalysis confirmed both results
(detection and nondetection), with the first sample
producing a second value of 1.76 pCi/L. Four analyses
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from two samples at Buckman well No. 8 produced
three nondetects and one detection of 3.5 pCi/L. Any
tritium impact on the water in these wells from recent
recharge (in the past 50 years) appears to be minimal.

No perchlorate was found in samples from the
Buckman wells, at the IC method 4-pg/L detection
limit. Arsenic in the wells ranged from 7 to 11 pg/L,
compared with the EPA MCL of 10[g/L. The wells
were each sampled twice for HE compounds; none
were detected.

H. Special Drinking Water Sampling Program
1. Introduction

On September 5, 2001, DOE completed the transfer
of ownership of the Los Alamos water supply system
to Los Alamos County. Since September 1998,
Los[JAlamos County has operated the water supply
system under alease agreement. Under this 1998
agreement, the Laboratory retained responsibility for
operating the distribution system within the
Laboratory’s boundaries, whereas the county assumed
full responsibility for operating the water system,
including ensuring compliance with the requirements
of the federal SDWA (40 Code of Federal Regulations
141) and the New Mexico Drinking Water Regulations
(NMEIB 2002). To demonstrate compliance with
MCLs, the SDWA requires Los Alamos County to
collect samples from the water supply wellheads and
from various pointsin the water distribution systems
of the Laboratory, Los Alamos County, and Bandelier
National Monument.

Beginning in 1998, the Laboratory instituted its
Specia Drinking Water Sampling Program. Under this
program, the Laboratory conducts supplemental
monitoring of the water supply wellsto provide
quality assurance (QA), not for SDWA compliance
purposes. This section presents the results from the
Special Drinking Water Sampling Program’s QA
monitoring conducted during 2002.

In 2002, the Laboratory’s monitoring network for
the Special Drinking Water Sampling Program con-
sisted of the following 11 water supply wellsin opera-
tion at the time of sampling: Guaje wells G-1A, G-2A,
G-3A, G-4A, G-5A; Pgjarito Mesawells PM-1, PM-2,
PM-3, PM-5; and Otowi wells O-1, O-4. LANL's
sample collection, preservation procedures, and ana-
lytical methods follow the requirements specified in
federal and state drinking water regulations. Labora-
tory staff performed chemical and radiological sam-
pling and submitted the samples for analysisto the

136

New Mexico Health Department’s Scientific Labora-
tory Division in Albuguerque. The RRES-WQH Group
has staff certified to perform drinking water sampling
and maintains both electronic and hard-copy files of al
data collected from QA testing.

2. Radiochemical Analytical Results

In 2002, RRES-WQH staff collected samples from
11 of the 12 supply wells to determine the radiol ogical
quality of the drinking water. As shown in Table S5-15
in the Data Supplement, the concentrations of gross
alpha and gross beta activity were less than the EPA
screening levels.

3. Nonradiological Analytical Results

In 2002, RRES-WQH personnel collected samples
from 11 water supply wells for inorganic constituents
in drinking water. As shown in Table S5-16 all inor-
ganic constituents at all locations were less than the
EPA MCL s with the exception of arsenic in water
supply well G-1A. The concentration of arsenic in two
samples collected in 2002 from G-1A was 0.010 mg/L
and 0.011 mg/L. The MCL for arsenic in drinking
water is0.010 mg/L. (On January 22, 2001, EPA
adopted a new standard for arsenic of 0.010 mg/L and
all public water systems must comply beginning
January 23, 2006.) Drinking water produced from
water supply well G-1A is blended with the other four
Guaje water supply wells (G-2A, G-3A, G-4A, G-5A)
prior to distribution to consumers. The concentration of
arsenic in a blended-water sample (Guaje Booster
Station # 2) collected by the New Mexico Environment
Department for SDWA compliance purposes in 2002
was 0.0076 mg/L.

No VOCs were detected with concentrations greater
than the analytical laboratory’s MDL at any of the
sample locations.

[. Unplanned Releases

1. Radioactive Liquid Materials

No unplanned radioactive liquid releases occurred
in 2002.

2. Nonradioactive Liquid Materials

There were seven unplanned releases of non-
radioactive liquid in 2002. The following isasummary
of these discharges.

e Two unplanned releases of potable water:

Area of Concern (AOC) 3-047(d).
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Potential Release Site (PRS) 46-003(g) and
46-006(g).

* One unplanned release of sanitary sewage from
TA-46 SWS Facility’s collection system.

» One organic chemical release discovered at
TA-48 RC-89.

*  One unplanned diesel release from an
aboveground storage tank (AST) at TA-21-57.

*  One unplanned mineral oil release at TA-53-80.
* Oneacid waste lineliquid release at TA-21.

RRES-WQH investigated all unplanned releases of
liquids as required by the NMWQCC Regulations 6.2
NMAC 1203. Upon cleanup, personnel from NMED
and NMED-DOE Oversight Bureau (DOB) inspect the
unplanned release sites to ensure adequate cleanup.
The diesel release at the TA-21-57 AST in 2002 is
currently under investigation and characterization
activities continue. The organic chemical release
discovered at TA-48 RC-89 is under negotiations with
NMED-HWB, aswell. It is anticipated that these two
unplanned releases will be closed-out when corrective
actions and negotiations are completed and NMED/
NMED-DOB personnel become available for final
closeout assessments. The Laboratory isin the process
of administratively closing out all other releases for
2002 with NMED-DOB. The laboratory anticipates
these unplanned release investigations will be closed
out when NMED-DOB personnel become available
for final inspections.

J. Quality Assurance
1. Introduction

RRES-WQH personnel conducted QA activitiesin
2002 in accordance with DOE Order 414.1A, which
prescribes a risk-based, graded approach to QA. This
process promotes the selective application of QA and
management controls based on the risk associated
with each activity to maximize effective resource use.

2. Analytical Laboratories

The RRES-WQH Group is responsible for acquir-
ing analytical servicesthat support monitoring
activities. The RRES-WQH Group Statement of Work
(SOW) follows the DOE-Albuquerque Operations
Office Analytical Management Program’s Model
Statement of Work (Model SOW) for analytical
services. The RRES-WQH SOW provides contract
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laboratories the general QA guidelines specified in the
Model SOW and also includes specific requirements
and guidelines for analyzing surface water, groundwa-
ter, and sediment samples.

3. Analytical Quality AssuranceActivities

The RRES-WQH Group is responsible for verifying
that analytical data used to support monitoring activi-
ties are defensible and of known quality. Analytical
data packages undergo arigorous review and valida-
tion process following the guidelines set in the DOE-
AL Model standard operating procedure (SOP) for
Data Validation, which includes review of the data
quality and the documentation’s correctness and
completeness. Tables S5-5, S5-6, and S5-7 in the Data
Supplement list qualifier and validation flag codes that
accompany 2002 sediment and water data.

When staff members identify documentation or
contract-compliance problems during validation, they
contact the analytical laboratory and attempt to resolve
or clarify the problem. In 2002, this process required
RRES-WQH Group’s largest analytical services
provider to issue about 150 package-specific noncon-
formance reports (NCRs). Most of the NCRs written in
response to these problems concerned minor documen-
tation and paperwork errors or typographical errors on
individual data reports.

In addition to routine review of data packages,
analytical laboratory oversight includes audits, site
visits, and conference calls to review general |abora-
tory quality practices. Problems identified during these
processes normally require the laboratory to take a
formal corrective action. All requested corrective
actions for 2002 were completed.

4. Radiological Data

Negative values are sometimes reported in radio-
logical measurements. (See Appendix B.) Although
negative values do not represent a physical redlity, we
report them as they are received from the analytical
laboratory, as required by the “Environmental Regula-
tion Guide for Radiological Effluent Monitoring and
Environmental Surveillance” (DOE 1991).

The precision of radiological analytical resultsis
reported as the 1 standard deviation (1 sigma) total
propagated uncertainty. The RRES-WQH Group re-
ports radiochemical detections as analytical results that
are greater than both the sample-specific minimum
detected activity and three times the reported
uncertainty.
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5. Nonradiological Data

Nonradiological results are reported at levels down
to the laboratory-derived MDL . Data between the MDL
and practical quantitation limit are qualified as esti-
mated by the analytical [aboratory. The analytical
laboratory reports results below the MDL as
nondetections.

6. Detection-Limit | ssues

During review of MDL studies, RRES-WQH
personnel encountered incorrectly calculated MDLs,
typically resulting from (1) the use of analytical
standards that have inappropriately high concentrations
that result in false negative results and (2) a combina-
tion of extraction methods and analytical techniques
that result in false positive results. The RRES-WQH
Group SOW requires that analytical laboratories verify
their calculated MDLs empirically.

A particular issue regards perchlorate. The EPA’s
recommended analytical method for perchlorate is
Method 314. The single laboratory MDL givenin
Method 314 is 0.53 pg/L. MDL verification studies
conducted at General Engineering Laboratory of
Charleston, South Carolina, have shown that in real
(that is, groundwater) samples, spikes at the MDL
cannot reliably be detected. In addition, using an MDL
of about 1 pg/L has been shown to produce an unac-
ceptable number of false positives in the range of
1[Pg/L to 4 pg/L. From these studies and similar studies
conducted at the DOE Pantex Plant Sitein Amarillo,
Texas, the DOE-AL AMP Analytical Management
Program recommended a 4-pg/L detection limit for
Method 314 in groundwater.

7. Participation in Laboratory I ntercomparison
Studies

The RRES-WQH Group SOW requires that analyti-
cal laboratories participate in several independent
national performance evaluation (PE) programs.

These include the Environmental Measurement
Laboratory Quality Assessment Program and the DOE
Mixed Analyte Performance Evaluation Program
(MAPEP) for radiochemistry analysis and the EPA
Water Supply, the EPA Water Pollution, the EPA
NPDES Discharge Monitoring Report-Quality Assur-
ance Study, and the MAPEP programs for organic and
inorganic constituents.

Results for these PE programs are categorized as (1)
acceptable (result within the 2-sigma acceptance
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range), (2) acceptable with warning (result within the
3-sigma acceptance range), and (3) not acceptable
(result outside the 3-sigma acceptance range). Partici-
pating analytical laboratories are required to initiate
internal corrective actions when PE results are
categorized as not acceptable, and those corrective
actions are spot-checked during various analytical
laboratory oversight activities.

8. Quality Control Samples

The required analytical |aboratory batch QC is
defined by the analytical method, the SOW, and
generally accepted laboratory practices. The labora-
tory batch QC is used in the data-validation process to
evaluate the quality of individual analytical results, to
evaluate the appropriateness of the analytical method-
ologies, and to measure the routine performance of the
analytical laboratory.

In addition to batch QC performed by laboratories,
the RRES-WQH Group submitted field QC samplesto
test the overall sampling and analytical laboratory
process and to spot-check for analytical problems.
These samples included equipment blanks, field
blanks (deionized water), and field duplicates.

On the whole, the equipment and field blanks, field
duplicates, and laboratory duplicates were satisfactory,
indicating no significant handling issues from sam-
pling and analyses. Results of equipment and field
blanks, along with performance evaluation blanks
(deionized water) are shown in Tables S5-17, S5-18,
and S5-19 in the Data Supplement. Detectionsin the
blanks are shown in Tables S5-20, S5-21, and S5-22,
also in the Data Supplement.

a. Equipment and Field Blanks. Equipment
and field blanks were submitted for metals, organic,
general inorganic, and radiochemistry analyses to
monitor for contamination during sampling and
decontamination of equipment. Except for one sample
mix-up at the laboratory, all reported results were at or
near the detection limit.

b. Field Duplicates. Field duplicate samples are
distinct samples of the same matrix collected as
closely as possible to the same point in space and
time. Duplicate samples processed and analyzed by
the same analytical |aboratory provide intralaboratory
information about the precision of the entire measure-
ment system, including sample acquisition, homoge-
neity, handling, shipping, storage, preparation, and
analysis. Duplicate sasmples may also be used to
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identify errors such as mislabeled samples or data-
entry errors. Duplicates were collected and submitted
for general inorganic, metals, and radiochemistry
analysis for groundwater, storm water, surface water,
and sediment samples.

Duplicate analyte results were evaluated for the
metals and inorganic fractions for pairs in which both
results were greater than the MDL; that is, both results
were detections. The general criterion used is consis-
tent with that used in the data-validation SOP for
validation of duplicates. The duplicate relative percent
difference (RPD) was used as the measure of precision
for organic (volatile and semivolatile) and inorganic
constituents.

All radiochemistry duplicate result pairs were
evaluated against the calculated replicate error ratio.
Gross gamma measurements have inherently high
variability and were not eval uated.
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c. Laboratory Duplicate Analyses. Laboratory
duplicate samples are splits of samples processed and
analyzed by the laboratory that provide information
about the precision of the measurement system,
including sample homogeneity, preparation, and
analysis. Laboratory duplicates can indicate analytical
techniques with poor reproducibility. Comparison of
laboratory duplicates and field duplicates can be used
to evaluate the sampling system and general environ-
mental homogeneity at the time of sampling. Dupli-
cates are required as routine batch QC for general
inorganic, metals, and radiochemistry.

Duplicate analyte results were evaluated for the
metals and inorganic fractions for pairs in which both
results were greater than the MDL; that is, both results
were detections. The RPD was used as the measure of
precision for organic and inorganic constituents. All
radiochemistry duplicate result pairs were evaluated
against the calculated replicate error ratio.
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A. Introduction

LosAlamos National Laboratory (LANL or the
Laboratory) monitors surface water and stream sedi-
ments in northern New Mexico and southern Colorado
to evaluate the potential environmental effects of
Laboratory operations. The Laboratory analyzes
samples for several parameters including radionuclides,
high explosives, meta's, awide range of organic
compounds, and (for surface water) general chemistry.
In this chapter, we assess effects of Laboratory opera-
tions and evaluate any trends over time. We also
compare the monitoring results with criteria established
to protect human health and the aquatic environment.

The Cerro Grande firein May 2000 caused chemical
and hydrol ogic changes that have complicated our
interpretation of the monitoring results. In the absence
of forest cover, runoff from the burned areas above the
Laboratory is now greater and occurs more rapidly.
The runoff contains concentrations of fallout radionu-
clides, metals, and solutes that are higher than concen-
trations measured before the fire (Gallaher et al. 2002,
Koch et al. 2001, Johansen et al. 2001, Katzma et al.
2001). Because post-fire runoff has carried sediment
and ash from the burned areas onto LANL lands, we
continue to consider how the fire has influenced surface
water and sediment monitoring results. We expect that
as burned areas become more and more thickly reveg-
etated, stormwater runoff and sediment transport will
increasingly diminish.

B. Hydrologic Setting

Watersheds that drain Laboratory land are dry for
most of the year. No perennial surface water extends
completely across Laboratory land in any canyon.

To aid in water quality interpretation, we divide
stream flow into three types or matrices. Each of the
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three flow types might be collected at a single location
within atime span of as little as aweek, depending on
weather conditions. At times, the flow might represent
a combination of several of these components. The
three types are

 base flow—persistent stream flow, but not
necessarily perennial water (This stream flow is
present for periods of weeks or longer. The water
source may be effluent discharge or shallow
groundwater that dischargesin canyons.);

» snowmelt—flowing water that is present because
of melting snow (Thistype of water often may
be present for aweek or more and in some years
may not be present at all.); and

 storm runoff—flowing water that is present in
response to rainfall (These flow events are
generally very short lived, with flows lasting
from less than an hour to several days.).

Because snowmelt and base flow are present for
extended periods of time, they pose similar potentially
longer-term exposure concerns, such as wildlife
watering. We thus discuss snowmelt and base flow
together, separate from storm runoff. While runoff
may provide a short-term water source for wildlife,
that water is a principal agent for moving Laboratory-
derived constituents off-site and possibly into the
Rio Grande.

Since the Cerro Grande fire, total volumes of
runoff and peak rates of discharge have increased in
Pajarito Plateau drainages. Even with the increased
flows, however, none of the canyons on Laboratory
lands average annually more than 1 cubic foot per
second (cfs) of flow. By comparison, flowsin the
Rio Grande commonly average approximately
1,000 cfs (USGS 2003). Post-fire peak flows greater
than 1,000 cfs have been recorded in several canyons

145



6. Watershed Monitoring

that drain burned areas (Shaull et al. 2003). Although
most of the watercourses are dry throughout the year,
occasional floods can redistribute sediment in a stre-
ambed to locations far downstream from where a
release or spill occurs.

Severe drought conditions in the Los Alamos vicinity
continued in 2002 for the fourth consecutive year. The
snowmelt runoff in 2002 was virtually nonexistent,
partially because of the lowest seasonal precipitation for
the 8-year period from 1995 through 2002 (Koch et al.
2003). Fewer summer storm runoff events occurred at
LANL in 2002, and most of those were considerably
less intense than the onesin 2000 and 2001. Nonethe-
less, significant runoff events occurred on June 21,
August 28, and September 10, 2002. Total runoff
volume at downstream gauges in 2002 was about 2.8
times higher than the prefire average, indicating that the
Cerro Grande wildfireis still affecting the hydrology of
the area (Figure 6-1). This situation was particularly
true in Pueblo Canyon, where a single runoff event on
June 21, 2002, resulted in a peak runoff of 582 cfs and
yielded about one-half of the total runoff volume
measured in the canyon that year (Koch et al. 2003).

C. Surface Water and Sediment Standards

To evaluate Laboratory impacts, we compare
analytical results for surface water and sediment

samples to regulatory standards or to health-based
screening levels.

The surface water within the Laboratory is not a
source of municipal, industrial, or irrigation water,
though wildlife does use the water. We compare
activities of radionuclides in surface water samples
with either the 100-mrem Department of Energy
(DOE) Derived Concentration Guides (DCGs) for
public dose or the New Mexico Water Quality Control
Commission (NMWQCC) (NMWQCC 2002a) stream
standards, whichever is most restrictive. The DCGs
for gross alpha and gross beta are conservative. For
gross aphathe DCG assumes that the radioactivity
comes solely from americium-241 and pluto-
nium-239,-240. The DCG for gross beta assumes that
the radioactivity comes solely from strontium-90.

We compare concentrations of nonradioactive
constituents to the NMWQCC General, Wildlife
Habitat, Livestock Watering, and Human Health
Standards (NMWQCC 2002b). Surface water quality
results are also compared to the NMWQCC ground-
water standards to evaluate the potential for stream
flows to impact underlying groundwater bodies.

Evaluation of storm runoff resultsis complicated
by several factors. Runoff events are short-lived, so
they do not result in long-term exposure. The higher
concentrations of many compounds found in runoff
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samples reflect constituents that are part of the large
suspended sediment load of runoff, rather than dis-
solved constituents. A runoff event carrying a high
sediment load might seem to be greater than water
quality standards for gross alpha, for example. The
gross apha might be completely caused by sediments
that contain background amounts of naturally occurring
uranium.

To evaluate storm runoff results, we devel oped
preliminary threshold values for some metals and
radioactivity parameters. A value is greater than the
threshold if it is greater than the upper 95% prediction
limit for concentrations measured at background
locationsin 2001 and 2002 samples. The thresholds are
used to identify data that signify possible effects from
Laboratory operations. Above-background results merit
further investigation to determine whether they are
from Laboratory sources.

We screen sediment results to screening action
levels to identify concentrations of a constituent that
may require further assessment (ER 2001). The
Laboratory’s Remediation Services Project (RRES-R)
uses residential screening levels (SALS) to identify
radionuclide activity levels of interest (ER 2001).
Industrial worker screening levels for radionuclides
(Perona et al.1998) are applicable on Laboratory land
because it is not available for residential development.
Concentrations of nonradioactive compoundsin
sediments may be compared with residential and
industrial outdoor worker soil-screening levels devel-
oped by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 6 (EPA 2000). All of these screening levels are
conservative (protective) because they are calculated
based on the assumption that humans will be continu-
ally exposed to the chemicals or radionuclides. We can
also compare sediment data to background levels of
metals or background activities of radionuclides that
are naturally occurring or result from atmospheric
falout (Ryti et a. 1998; McLin and Lyons 2002).

D. Overview of Surface Water and Sediment
Quality
1. Contaminant Sour ces

The overall quality of most surface water in the Los
Alamos areais very good, with very low levels of dis-
solved solutes. Of the more than 100 analytes tested for
in sediment and surface water within the Laboratory,
most are within normal ranges or at concentrations far
below regulatory standards or health-based advisory
levels. However, nearly every major watershed shows
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indications of some effect from Laboratory operations,
often for just afew analytes.

Although many of the above-background resultsin
sediment and surface water are from the major liquid
effluent discharges (shown in Figure 5-4 in Chapter 5),
other possible sources include isolated spills,
photographic-processing facilities, highway runoff,
and residual Cerro Grande ash. At monitoring loca-
tions below other industrial or residential areas,
particularly in the Los Alamos and Pueblo canyon
watersheds, above-background contaminant levels
reflect contributions from non-Laboratory sources,
such as urban runoff.

2. Contaminant Maps

We reviewed recent watershed monitoring results to
develop apreliminary picture of key analytes that
reflect possible effects from Laboratory operations.
Most of the above-background results for surface
water were found in storm runoff samples. We pre-
pared a series of maps (Figures 6-2 through 6-15) to
show general patterns of where potential contamina-
tion from Laboratory operations was measured in
surface water or sediment during 2001 or 2002. Few
runoff events have occurred during the last 2 years
because of extended drought, so we based the maps on
2 years of datato include more samplesin each
watershed. When the same pattern showed up in
several samples within part of a canyon, we high-
lighted that area on the maps.

We prepared separate maps for sediments and for
storm runoff, although they often show similar
distribution for a constituent. Because of the lack of
flow, storm runoff data are sparse in some parts of the
Laboratory. The maps show analytes that are widely
distributed, possibly affecting an entire watershed, and
may not show localized contamination.

The maps show contaminant distributions extrapo-
lated beyond the area covered by monitoring locations.
This extrapolation takes into account the location of
contaminant sources and direction of sediment and
surface water movement. Question marks on the maps
indicate where contaminant extent is inferred, but not
confirmed by monitoring coverage; or they indicate
locations where analytical measurements suggest
detections that are contradicted by other measure-
ments. Along canyons, the extent of contamination
lateral to the canyon is diagrammatic: contamination is
confined to the alluvium within the canyon bottom and
is quite narrow at the map scale.
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Above-background Americium-241 in Sediments
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derived from McLin and Lyons (2002). Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the fallout
level. Shaded squares show locations of past or current radioactive effluent sources (see Chapter 5 in text). The
highest value in 2002 was in Mortandad Canyon, at 134 times background, 26% of the SAL, and 18% of the
industrial worker screening level. SALs are used as a conservative point of reference, which assumes residential
use. A realistic dose assessment based on current and forseeable land useis presented in Chapter 3.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Above-background Cesium-137 in Sediments
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Figure 6-3. Location of the active stream channel sediment with cesium-137 activity above the fallout levels
derived from McLin and Lyons (2002). Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the fallout
level. All values larger than 10 times background are above the SAL. The highest value in 2002 was in Mortandad
Canyon, at 51 times background, 5.4 timesthe SAL, and 1.5 times the industrial worker screening level. SALs are
used as a conservative point of reference, which assumes residential use. A realistic dose assessment based on

current and forseeable land use is presented in Chapter 3.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Above-background Plutonium-238 in Sediments
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Figure 6-4. Location of the active stream channel sediment with plutonium-238 activity above the fallout levels
derived from McLin and Lyons (2002). Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the fallout
level. The highest value in 2002 was in Mortandad Canyon, at 423 times background, 8% of the SAL, and 6% of
the industrial worker screening level. SALs are used as a conservative point of reference, which assumes residen-
tial use. A realistic dose assessment based on current and forseeable land use is presented in Chapter 3.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Above-background Plutonium-239,-240 in Sediments

Se— ~. \——-\ \ T~ \ _"\
c—_ o —_ UL S e—— e — e —— __’\\_ .
. SANTA FE { Los Alamos e s V)
\ NATIONAL h N DU
- \ N -
\-.\FOREST s
=
\"\ A\ e, M
\. _/">
\..\_“' \_'_\ . I
~ L NN —
K A
(50D t} BANDELIER
{ . NATIONAL
\ N\ Canyon— == __.. MONUMENT
) T ~mem ZI = -
e S0 o : S\ —
/ - v e, N "‘~\_SAN ILDEFONSO-\PUEBLO—
/ .l Cy - ~ T
N - N~
[ ) .
( .
-4 . MDA -
) S~ e~ \ i N T
o\~ waer AB B a
1 4/\/0 N L 6@,00 A S
\_\ @L N = \_' @/70@ - - E A
\ [@ \\ ~o~ S 2 Y A =~ 7 -
LR N N <G N\ Urtp ] White Rock
Ve, N RN ~ N R D ite Roc
7, N, - %9 NIDA G} —< .
_ o - /‘{1< \__\ N\ N\ ‘.\ . \ l o \
N5 g . W\ AN ~-. \ .. N\ ey " 52
s YN A B %
"~ \ Vi N & N K\
el g N (2% \ AN :
~ —~ é\/l/ ~°~ S \ ~. N\
\..\ ..\__:91&/00 ‘4_\ N l N ] \ N
..\n\.-\,_ \"\:') \"\ N \ ™~ \"\ l
N LANL boundary —.. ~oC SACG v o) N s
——- Watercourse ¢ | 5000 10.0001
_ (I A [l Radioactivity Treatment Plant |\«
Major paved road [~ ~. 0 J
0 0.5 1 mi \. \ : \ QE’ ]
cARTography by A. Kron 1/15/03 \ ~ : ;

Range of Sediment Concentrations
above Background

@ 1-10x D >100x
D 10-100x

Figure 6-5. Location of the active stream channel sediment with plutonium-239,-240 activity above the fallout
levels derived from McLin and Lyons (2002). Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the
fallout level. The highest values in 2002 were in Acid Canyon, at 612 times background, 18% of the SAL, and 13%
of the industrial worker screening level; and in Mortandad Canyon, at 545 times background, 16% of the SAL, and
12% of the industrial worker screening level. SALs are used as a conservative point of reference, which assumes
residential use. A realistic dose assessment based on current and forseeable land use is presented in Chapter 3.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Plutonium-238 in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-6. Location of storm runoff with plutonium-238 activity above background levels. Different colors
indicate the proportion of concentration to the background level. The highest recent plutonium-238 activity in
runoff was in DP Canyon in 2001, at 6.2 times background. There is minimal opportunity for exposure to the
runoff, as flow is short-lived and not used as a drinking water source.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Plutonium-239,-240 in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-7. Location of storm runoff with plutonium-239,-240 activity above background levels. Different colors
indicate the proportion of concentration to the background level. The highest plutonium-239,-240 activity in a
recent surveillance sample was in Pueblo Canyon in 2001, at 25 times background. The Laboratory’s Environmen-
tal Restoration Project measured Pu-239,-240 in a 2002 Pueblo Canyon sampleat 170 times the background. There

is minimal opportunity for exposure to the runoff as flow is short-lived and not used as a drinking water source.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

PCBs Detected in Sediments
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Figure 6-8. Location of sediment with PCBs detected or above screening levels. Different colors indicate where
PCBs are detected or are above the EPA Region 6 residential soil screening level (no values were above the
industrial screening level). The highest value in 2002 was in Sandia Canyon, at 97% of the residential soil screen-
ing level and 26% of the industrial outdoor worker soil screening level.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

PAHs (Benzo(a)pyrene) Detected in Sediments

LANL boundary
——-- Watercourse

~. N
5000 10,000 ft
(IR BRI A

Major paved road [~

0

cARTography by A. Kron 1/15/03

0.5

1 mi \.

Se—e S N N -\ N
Q. TN TN Tr—r— e —— — T = e,
. SANTA FE i Los Alamos e N \
\ NATIONAL RS o[ ey e
N \ P, N, ~. N ra
- ueblo .
\.\FOREST e =2 < P
. . ’__./ — e~ — /7_y0/7 ~ ,_Qqnyon

S
~

BANDELIER 7
D NATIONAL
* MONUMENT
.

Range of Sediment Concentrations Compared

to EPA Residential and Industrial Outdoor
Worker Soil Screening Levels

@ detected but < RSSL

D nearor>RSSL
D >1owssL

Figure 6-9. Location of sediment with benzo(a)pyrene, a PAH, detected or above screening levels. Different

colors indicate where benzo(a)pyrene was detected or was above the EPA Region VI residential or industrial soil

screening levels. The highest value in 2002 was in Sandia Canyon, at 2.5 times the residential soil screening level

and 65% of the industrial outdoor worker soil screening level. In 2001 maximum values in Los Alamos Canyon

were more than 15 times the residential soil screening level and 4 times the industrial outdoor worker soil

screening level.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Barium > Background and RDX near Tap Water Health Advisory in Storm Runoff
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Figure 6-10. Location of storm runoff with total barium above background levels and RDX above or near the

2 ppb EPA risk-based groundwater action level. A more recent 0.61 ppb RDX EPA tap water screening level
corresponds to a 106 excess cancer risk. Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the screening
level. The highest 2002 total barium concentration was in Water Canyon, at 2.1 times the calculated background
level. A 2001 storm runoff sample in Water Canyon contained RDX at a concentration 75% of the groundwater
action level and 2.6 times the EPA’s tap water screening level. Dissolved barium was detected at concentrations
above the 1000 pg/L New Mexico Groundwater Standard in Water Canyon, Cafion de Valle (upstream of LANL),
and Guaje Canyon (north of LANL), at levels up to 6.1 times the groundwater standard. These streams are not a
drinking water source.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Zinc in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-11. Location of storm runoff with total zinc above background levels. Different colors indicate the
proportion of concentration to the background level. The highest total zinc concentrations were in Sandia
Canyon (2001) and Twomile Canyon (2002), at 3.4 times background. Dissolved zinc was detected at concen-
trations above the New Mexico short-term (acute) aquatic life stream standard in several canyonsincluding
Sandia, Water, and Guaje (north of LANL), at levels up to 22 times the standard. Reference to the aquatic life
stream standard is for comparison; this standard applies to fisheries like the Rio Grande, while streams within
LANL do not havefish.
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. Watershed Monitoring

Total Silver in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-12. Location of storm runoff with total silver above the detection limit of 1 ug/L (silver israrely detected
in surface water). Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the detection limit. The highest
recent value was in Water Canyon in 2001, at approximately 300 times the detection limit. Two 2002 dissolved
silver values were above the NMWQCC acute aquatic life stream standard, but these values have not been found
consistently at any location. Reference to the aquatic life stream standard is for comparison; this standard applies
to fisheries like the Rio Grande, while streams within LANL do not have fish.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Mercury in Storm Runoff Compared to New Mexico Acute
Aquatic Life Stream Standard (2.4 pg/L)
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Figure 6-13. Location of storm runoff with total mercury above the New Mexico Acute Aquatic Life stream
standard. Different colors indicate the proportion of concentration to the standard. The highest recent value was in
LosAlamos Canyon in 2001, at 71% of the Acute Aquatic stream standard. Reference to the aquatic life stream
standard is for comparison; this standard appliesto fisheries like the Rio Grande, while streams within LANL do

not have fish.
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. Watershed Monitoring

Total Chromium in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-14. Location of storm runoff with total chromium above background levels. Different colors indicate the
proportion of concentration to the background level. The highest total chromium concentration was in Sandia
Canyon in 2002, at 8 times background. Dissolved chromium was detected at concentrations above the New
Mexico Groundwater Standard in Water Canyon and Guaje Canyon (north of LANL). The highest concentration
was 4.7 times the standard. These streams are not a drinking water source.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Total Copper in Storm Runoff > Background
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Figure 6-15. Location of storm runoff with total copper above background levels. Different colors indicate the
proportion of concentration to the background level. The highest total copper concentration was in Sandia Canyon
in 2002, at 1.7 times background. Dissolved copper was detected at concentrations above the New Mexico short-
term (acute) aquatic life standard in Water and Guaje Canyons (north of LANL), at levels up to 20 times the
standard. Reference to the aquatic life stream standard is for comparison; this standard applies to fisheries like the
Rio Grande while streams within LANL do not have fish.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Table 6-1 lists representative highest values mea-
sured for key analytes in sediment and storm runoff
samplesin 2001 and 2002. The table a'so lists the loca-
tion and year the values were measured and provides a
comparison of the results to screening values or regula-
tory standards.

a. Radionuclides. Past release of radioactive
liquid effluents into Pueblo, DP, and Los Alamos can-
yons and current releases into Mortandad Canyon have
introduced americium-241, cesium-137, plutonium-238,
and plutonium-239,-240, among other radionuclides,
into canyon bottoms. These radionuclides bind to
stream sediments and persist at levels several orders of
magnitude above worldwide fallout levels.

Beginning with Manhattan Project operationsin the
1940s, surface water and storm runoff have transported
plutonium bound to sediments off sitein the Los
Alamos Canyon drainage. Plutonium has moved down
Pueblo Canyon, through Los Alamos Canyon, and into
the Rio Grande (Graf 1993, 1997). Plutonum-239,-240
isfound in active channel sedimentsin Pueblo Canyon
at levels more than 100 times above fallout levels
(Figures 6-4 and 6-5) but remain below SALs. Sedi-
ments containing plutonium-239,-240 at levels more
than 10 times fallout background extend off site down
Los Alamos Canyon onto San |ldefonso Pueblo land.
Individual storm runoff eventsin Pueblo Canyon some-
times contain plutonium-239,-240 |evels above the
100-mrem DOE DCG for public exposure (based on
water ingestion). However, flows for the entire year
average approximately 5% of the DCG (Figures 6-6 and
6-7), and storm runoff is not a source of drinking water.
Downstream of the Laboratory, plutonium-239,-240
levels have risen recently by 2 to 18 times in Cochiti
Reservoir bottom sediments, reflecting accel erated
erosion of Laboratory-derived plutonium from Pueblo
Canyon after the Cerro Grande fire. The plutonium
activity in these sediments, however, remains below
alevel that would pose a threat to health and the
environment.

In Mortandad Canyon, cesium-137 activities are
greater than SALs (ER 2001) for active channel sedi-
ment by up to five timesin many samples (Figure 6-3).
These cesium-137 values also were up to 1.5 times the
industrial worker screening level. Americium-241 ac-
tivitiesin Mortandad Canyon sediments are more than
100 times fallout levels. Plutonum-239,-240 is found in
Mortandad Canyon sediments at levels more than
100 times above falout levels (Figure 6-5), but those
levels remain below SALs. Some sediment radioactivity
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at levels dlightly above fallout extends beyond the
San Ildefonso Pueblo boundary for possibly up to
2 miles (Gallaher et al. 1997).

Above-background radioactivity in sediments also
occurs in the vicinity of two material disposal areas.
Sediments near Area G (TA-54) show americium-241
at less than 10 times fallout levels, and plutonium-238
and plutonium-239,-240 at more than 10 times fallout
levels. Area AB (TA-49) has sediments with ameri-
cium-241 at less than 10 times fallout levels, and
plutonium-239,-240 at more than 10 times fallout
levels. Storm runoff near Area G carries similarly
elevated levels of these radionuclides.

b. Polychlorinated Biphenyls. Polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) are synthetic organic chemicals that
are used in avariety of industrial applications such as
electrical transformers. We have detected PCBsin sedi-
ments in nearly all the major canyons that flow across
Laboratory land. The highest concentrations arein
upper Sandia Canyon near the Laboratory’s main tech-
nical area, where concentrations are near EPA residen-
tial soil-screening levels and 26% of the industrial out-
door worker screening level (Figure 6-8). There are
numerous potential PCB sources in upper Sandia Can-
yon. Health standards and the water quality standards
for PCBs are concerned with long-term exposure. Run-
off eventsin Los Alamos are typically short in duration
and give minimal exposure to PCBs. To assess the lev-
els of PCBsin the northern Rio Grande watershed,
LANL isparticipating in a special study with state,
local, and tribal government agencies.

c. Perchlorate. Several Laboratory discharges
contained perchlorate at significant levels until March
2002. In 2002, we did not detect the chemical in any
surface water samples on the Pagjarito Plateau, except in
Mortandad Canyon below the Radioactive Liquid Waste
Treatment Facility (RLWTF).

d. Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbonsin
Sediment. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS)
are complex hydrocarbons formed by incomplete
combustion of petroleum products or organic matter or
are in products such as asphalt or tar. PAHs are com-
monly found in urban runoff. PAHs—benzo(a)pyrene,
benzo(b)fluoranthene, and benzo(a)anthracene-at levels
near or well above the EPA residential soil-screening
levels are present in the following canyons-Acid, DP,
LosAlamos, Sandia, Pajarito, and Mortandad—and are
found at Areas G and AB (Figure 6-9). Values for
benzo(a)pyrene in Los Alamos Canyon in 2001 were
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Table 6-1. Representative Highest Valuesin Sediment and Storm Runoff Samples Compared to Screening Levels

Background Screening L evell

Analyte L ocation Year Result Units  Type Value? Result+Screen
Sediment

241Am Mortandad at MCO-5 2002 10.2 pCi/g Fallout Background 0.076 134.21
137¢cs Mortandad at MCO-5 2002 28.6 pCi/g Fallout Background 0.56 51.07
238py Mortandad below Effluent Canyon 2002 368 pCilg Fallout Background 0.0087 422.99
239, 240py Acid above Pueblo 2002 796  pCilg Fallout Background 0.013 612.31
239, 240py Mortandad below Effluent Canyon 2002 7.09 pCilg Fallout Background 0.013 545.38
Aroclor-1260 (PCB) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 213 Ho/kg

Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH) LosAlamosat LAO-1 2001 915 uno/kg

Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH) LosAlamos at Upper GS 2001 938 ua/kg

Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH) Sandiart fork at Power Plant 2002 149 una/kg

Runoff

238py (total) DP above LA 2001 1.4 pCi/L Runoff background NA 6.21
239,240py (total) Pueblo above SR-502 2001 80 pCi/L Runoff background NA 25
Barium (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2001 6,100 uo/L

Barium (dissolved) Canon de Valle above SR-501 2001 5,210 po/L

Barium (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2001 4,150 pg/L

Barium (total) Water at SR-4 2002 9,520 uo/L Runoff background NA 21
RDX (total) Water below SR-4 2001 15 ua/L

Zinc (dissolved) Sandia Tributary at Heavy Equipment 2001 2,600 uo/L

Zinc (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2001 1,020 pg/L

Zinc (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2001 958 uo/L

Zinc (total) Sandia Tributary at Heavy Equipment 2001 2,770 ua/L Runoff background NA 34
Zinc (total) Twomile tributary at TA-3 2002 2,840 po/L Runoff background NA 34
Chromium (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2001 235 pg/L

Chromium (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2001 86 uo/L

Chromium (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 74.6 uo/L

Chromium (total) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 478 ua/L Runoff background NA 8
Copper (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2001 262 uo/L

Copper (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2001 122 uo/L

Copper (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 82.6 uo/L

Copper (total) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 184 uo/L Runoff background NA 1.68
Silver (total) Water below SR-4 2001 307 pg/L MDL 1.00 307
Mercury (total) Los Alamos above SR-4 2001 1.69 uo/L
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Table b-1. Representative Highest Valuesin Sediment and Storm Runoft Samples Compared to Screening Levels (Cont.)

Residential Screening Level or Standard?!

Industrial Screening Level or Standard?

Analyte L ocation Year Result  Units Type Value Result+Screen Type Value Result+Screen
Sediment

241Am Mortandad at MCO-5 2002 10.2  pCilg Residential SAL 39 0.26 Industrial 56 0.18
137cs Mortandad at MCO-5 2002 286  pCilg Residential SAL 5.3 5.4 Industrial 19 1.48
238py Mortandad below Effluent Canyon 2002 3.68 pCilg Residential SAL 49 0.08 Industrial 65 0.06
239,-240py Acid above Pueblo 2002 7.96 pCilg Residential SAL a4 0.18 Industrial 60 0.13
239,-240py Mortandad below Effluent Canyon 2002 7.09 pCilg Residential SAL 44 0.16 Industrial 60 0.12
Aroclor-1260 (PCB) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 213 pCi/g EPA RSSL 220 0.97 EPA IOWSSL 830 0.26
Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH)  LosAlamosat LAO-1 2002 915 pCilg EPA RSSL 60 15.25 EPA IOWSSL 230 3.98
Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH)  LosAlamos at Upper GS 2002 938 pCi/g EPA RSSL 60 15.63 EPAIOWSSL 230 4.08
Benzo(a)pyrene (PAH)  Sandiart fork at Power Plant 2002 149 pCi/g EPA RSSL 60 2.48 EPA IOWSSL 230 0.65
Runoff

238py (total) DP above LA 2002 14  pCilg DCG 40 0.04
239,-240py (total) Pueblo above SR-502 2002 80 pCilg DCG 30 2.67
Barium (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 6,100 pCi/g NM Groundwater 1,000 6.1

Barium (dissolved) Canon de Valle above SR-501 2002 5,210 pCi/g NM Groundwater 1,000 5.21

Barium (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2002 4,150 pCi/g NM Groundwater 1,000 4.15

Barium (total) Water at SR-4 2002 9,520 pCi/g

RDX (total) Water below SR-4 2002 15 pCilg Tap Water 0.61 2.62

Zinc (dissolved) Sandia Tributary at Heavy Equip. 2002 2,600 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 117 22.22

Zinc (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 1,020 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 117 8.72

Zinc (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2002 958 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 117 8.19

Zinc (total) Sandia Tributary at Heavy Equip. 2002 2,770 pCi/g

Zinc (total) Twomile tributary at TA-3 2002 2,840 pCi/g

Chromium (dissolved)  Water at SR-4 2002 235 pCilg NM Groundwater 50 4.7

Chromium (dissolved)  Guaje above Rendija 2002 86 pCi/g NM Groundwater 50 1.72

Chromium (dissolved) ~ Water at SR-4 2002 746  pCilg NM Groundwater 50 1.49

Chromium (total) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 478 pCilg

Copper (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 262 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 13.4 19.55

Copper (dissolved) Guaje above Rendija 2002 122 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 134 9.1

Copper (dissolved) Water at SR-4 2002 82.6 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 134 6.16

Copper (total) Sandia below Wetlands 2002 184 pCi/g

Silver (total) Water below SR-4 2002 307 pCilg

Mercury (total) Los Alamos above SR-4 2002 1.69 pCi/g Aquatic Life (acute) 24 0.70

1Sources of screening levels for sediment: Fallout Background: from McLin and Lyons 2002; Residential SAL: Screening Action Level from ER 2001; RSSL: EPA Region 6 Residential Soil Screening Level;

IOWSSL: EPA Region 6 Industrial Outdoor Worker Soil Screening Level; Industrial: Industrial worker screening level: for an industrial scenario at 15 mrem/y dose, (Peronaet al, 1998).

2Sour ces of screening levels for storm runoff: Runoff Background: Background concentration in storm runoff varies for each sample depending on suspended sediment concentration. MDL: Asit is rarely detected,
the background concentration in runoff for silver is assumed to be the typical analytical detection limit of 1 ug/L. NM Groundwater: New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission groundwater standards
(NMWQCC 2002a). Tap Water: EPA Region 6 Tap Water Screening Level. Aquatic Life (acute): New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission stream standards (NMWQCC 2002b); (We assumed 100 mg/L

hardness to calculate screening levels for zinc, copper). Wildlife Habitat: NMWQCC stream standard for total mercury. DCG: DOE 100 mrem public dose Derived Concentration Guide.

3NA: For storm runoff, analysts used to calculate alinear regression fit to a large group of samples for each sample based on suspended sediment concentration.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

4 times the EPA industrial outdoor worker soil screen-
ing level, and a 2002 value in Sandia Canyon was 65%
of this screening level. Sources of the PAHs are not
clear, but the Cerro Grande fireis alikely contributor.
The proximity of some of the higher concentrations to
developed areas indicates that highway runoff isalso a
major contributor.

e. High Explosives, Barium, and Silver. The
Laboratory formerly released wastewater containing
high levels of several high explosives (HESs) and barium
from processing sitesin TA-16 and TA-9 into Water
Canyon and Cafion de Valle. For many decades, the
Laboratory also discharged spent photographic solu-
tions that contained silver into atributary of Cafion de
Valle. The occasional storm runoff event contains
cyclonite (RDX, an HE compound) above 2 ppb, an
EPA risk-based tap water action level, and total barium
up to 10 times background (Figures 6-10 through 6-13).
Silver israrely detected in water samples. However, in
Cafion de Valle, silver is often detected at levels more
than 100 times analytical detection limits. Because
storm runoff occurs infrequently and for short dura-
tions, there islittle opportunity for direct exposure.
Although alarge portion of the barium carried by storm
runoff isin particulate form, dissolved concentrations
up to 6 times larger than the New Mexico groundwater
standard were measured in several canyons. Because
some of these higher dissolved barium values were
found upstream and north of the Laboratory, it is uncer-
tain to what extent they are due to LANL operations.
Two 2002 dissolved silver values were above the
NMWQCC acute aguatic life stream standard, but these
values have not been found consistently at any location.
Reference to the aquatic life stream standard is for
comparison; this standard applies to fisheries like the
Rio Grande, while streams within LANL are not
designated as fisheries.

f. Mercury. About 20% of storm runoff samples
contain detectable levels of mercury, but at levels
below acute aquatic life standards. Laboratory spills of
mercury have occurred in the past, but it is uncertain if
the mercury in the runoff is from LANL operations.
Background levels of mercury in waters and sediments
are appreciable, and we have measured mercury in
runoff and sediment samples from Guaje Canyon at a
background location far from Laboratory operations.
Mercury in runoff is a concern because it can enter the
Rio Grande and accumulate in fish. The contribution of
Los Alamos-area mercury into the Rio Grande and

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

Cochiti Reservoir cannot be differentiated from other
possible contributors in sediment or water samples.

g. Chromium, Copper, Lead, and Zinc. In
Sandia Canyon, chromium levelsin storm runoff
samples exceed average background levels by as much
as 4 to 10 times (Figures 6-12 and 6-13). A potential
source of this chromium is awater treatment biocide
chemical formerly used in cooling towersat LANL
throughout the 1980s. Storm runoff in Pueblo and Los
Alamos canyons contains slightly elevated levels of
chromium, copper, lead, and zinc (Figures 6-14 and 15),
all of uncertain origin. While most of the metals carried
by the storm runoff are associated with the sediment,
dissolved chromium concentrations up to 5 times larger
than the New Mexico groundwater standard were
measured in several canyons. Dissolved copper and
zinc concentrations were larger than short-term (acute)
aquatic life standards by up to approximately 20 times.
Reference to the aquatic life stream standard is for
comparison; this standard appliesto fisheries like the
Rio Grande while streams within LANL are not
designated as fisheries. Because some of the higher
dissolved chromium, copper, and zinc values were
found north of the Laboratory, it is uncertain to what
extent they are due to LANL operations.

E. Monitoring Network
1. Regional Monitoring L ocations

Regional base flow and sediment-sampling stations
(Figure 6-16) are located in northern New Mexico and
southern Colorado. Samples from regional stations
provide a basis for estimating background concentra-
tions of nonradioactive compounds and background
activities of radionuclides that are naturally occurring
or result from atmospheric fallout. We obtained regional
sediment samples from reservoirs on the Rio Grande
and the Rio Chama and at stations on the Rio Grande
and the Jemez River. Sampling stations in the
Rio Grande drainage system are located up to 200 km
upstream and 60 km downstream of the Laboratory.

2. On-Siteand Perimeter Monitoring L ocations

We sample surface water and sedimentsin all major
canyons that cross Laboratory land, including those
canyons with either persistent or brief flows. We sample
stream sediments to evaluate any accumulation of un-
dissolved contaminants in the aquatic environment
(DOE 1991). During 2002, we reevaluated the locations
of base flow and sediment stations. In many cases, we
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Figure 6-16. Regional base-flow and sediment-sampling locations.

consolidated station locations with nearby gauging
stations, to collect surface water and sediment samples
at the same location. In other cases, sediment stations
were adjusted to reflect current channel locations or to
move the station above effects of disturbance by con-
struction or post-Cerro Grande fire mitigation activity.

We collect base-flow samples from Pajarito Plateau
stations within and near the Laboratory and snowmelt
at upstream and downstream gauging stations at the
Laboratory boundary. We collect base-flow grab
samples annually from locations where effluent dis-
charges or natural runoff maintains persistent stream
flow (Figure 6-17).

After 1996, we have collected storm runoff samples
using stream-gauging stations with automated samplers
(Figure 6-18). The stream-gauging stations collect
samples when a significant rainfall causes flow in a
monitored portion of a drainage. Many gauging stations
are located where drainages cross the Laboratory’s
boundaries. We also sample storm runoff at several
mesa-top sites that allow us to target specific industrial
activities. These sites have negligible runoff from other
sources.

Sediment stations on the Pgjarito Plateau (Figure
6-19) are located within approximately 4 km of Labora-
tory boundaries, with the majority located within
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Laboratory boundaries. Many of the sediment-sam-
pling stations on the Pgjarito Plateau are located
within canyons to monitor sediment contamination in
the active channel related to past and/or present efflu-
ent release sites. We sampled three major canyons
(Pueblo, Los Alamos, and Mortandad) that have expe-
rienced past or present liquid radioactive releases from
upstream of the Laboratory to their confluence with
the Rio Grande.

We also collected sediments from drainages
downstream of two material disposal areas. Material
disposal area G at TA-54 is an active waste storage
and disposal area. Nine sampling stations were
established outside its perimeter fence in 1982 (Figure
6-20) to monitor possible transport of radionuclides
from the area.

AreaAB at TA-49 was the site of underground
nuclear weapons testing from 1959 to 1961 (Purtymun
and Stoker 1987, ESP 1988). The testsinvolved HEs
and fissionable materia insufficient to produce a
nuclear reaction. We established 11 stationsin 1972 to
monitor surface sediments in drainages adjacent to
AreaAB (Figure 6-21).

We also sample surface water and sediments at
several locations on San |ldefonso Pueblo lands. DOE
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 6-17. Base-flow sampling locationsin the vicinity of LosAlamos National Laboratory.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

Figure 6-19. Sediment sampling locations in the vicinity of Los Alamos National Laboratory.
Material disposal areas with multiple sampling locations are shown in Figures 6-20 and 6-21.
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Figure 6-20. Sediment and storm runoff sampling stations at TA-54, Area L and Area G.

the Pueblo and the Bureau of Indian Affairsin 1987 to
conduct environmental sampling on pueblo land. The
watersheds that pass through LANL onto the pueblo are
LosAlamos, Sandia, and Mortandad canyons.

3. Sampling and Analysis Procedures

Our procedures for sampling and analysis depended
on what types of samples were taken and where and
how they were taken. We collect grab samples of base
flow from free-flowing streams near the bank. When
required, we filter and preserve grab samplesin the
field. The storm runoff (gauging) stations are equipped
with automated samplers, which are activated during
major flow events. We submit a time-weighted compos-
ite sample of the collected runoff water for chemical
analysis. The analytical laboratory filters and preserves
runoff samples, because filtering highly sediment-laden
waters in the field is difficult.

We collect sediment samples from the main channels
of flowing streams. To get samples from the beds of
intermittently flowing streams, we use a disposable
scoop to collect samples across the main channel to a
depth of 20 mm.
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F. 2002 Water shed Monitoring Results

Surface water and sediment samples are analyzed
for gross alpha, gross beta, and selected radionuclides
(americium-241; cesium-137; plutonium-238; pluto-
nium-239,-240; strontium-90; uranium isotopes; and
tritium). Tables S6-1 and S6-2 in the Data Supplement
list the results of radiochemical analyses of surface
water and sediment samples for 2002. The tables also
list the total propagated one-sigma analytical uncer-
tainty and the analysis-specific minimum detectable
activity where available. Uranium was analyzed by
isotopic methods; from these values, specific activities
for each isotope were used to calculate the total
uranium concentration.

To emphasize values that are detections, Table S6-3
lists radionuclides detected in surface water samples
and compares the results to regulatory standards.
Detections are defined as values that exceed both the
analytical method detection limit (MDL) (where
available) and three times the individual measurement
uncertainty. The right-hand columns of Table S6-3
show how the results compare to the standards shown.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002



6. Watershed Monitoring

N\
L Water at Beta
\.
N
~ Cap
~. “Yon
. — N
\—‘
. MDA L ../ TT—
 AB-1 - —MypanBo A\
A
Water below\-‘
MDA AB O
.
\
N\
\
/70/)\\ ‘ /%" \ \
——— Road (< Cany - ‘ 4,4 N \
~ — Intermittent Stream Yon | 2k, . o
> Improved Drainage T Caf?yon
5 O Experimental Area 0 300 m \\
DT-10 @ Test Well  —m— m— \
AB-7 B Sediment Sampling 0 500 1000 ft
Station _
N

Figure 6-21. Sediment sampling stations at AreaAB, TA-49.

Qualifier codes are shown in some tables because
some analytical results that meet the detection criteria
are not detections: in some cases, the analyte was
found in the laboratory blank or was below the MDL,
but the analytical result was reported as the minimum
detectable activity. The tables show two categories of
qualifier codes. those from the analytical laboratory
and those from secondary validation. For an explana-
tion of the qualifier codes, see Tables S5-5, S5-6, and
S5-7 in the Data Supplement.

Tables S6-4 and S6-5 (reservoir sediments) list
radiological detections for results that are higher than
river or reservoir sediment background levels and

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

identify values that are near or above SALSs. Table S6-4
shows all tritium detections regardless of screening
levels.

Table S6-6 lists the results of general chemical
analyses of surface water samples for 2002. Table S6-7
lists surface water perchlorate results. The results of
trace metal analyses of surface water appear in Table
S6-8 and those for sediments appear in Table S6-9.

In 2002, we analyzed samples for organic constitu-
ents at selected surface water and sediment stations.
Samples were analyzed for volatile organic compounds
(surface water only), semivolatile organic compounds,
PCBs, and HE. Analytical methods are givenin
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Table A-4 and analytes for each suite arelisted in
Tables A-5 through A-8, al in Appendix A. The
stations and organic suites for which we sampled are
listed in Table S6-10 for surface water and in

Table S6-11 for sediments. For surface water samples,
we rejected many of the possible organic detections
the analytical laboratory reported because the com-
pounds were either detected in method blanks (that is,
they were introduced during laboratory analysis) or
detected in field quality-control samples, including
equipment and trip blanks. Trip blanks go along
during sampling to determine whether organic
constituents come from sample transportation and
shipment. Only method blanks are available for
comparison with organic results for sediments.

Table S6-12 shows organic compounds detected above
the analytical laboratory’s reporting level in 2002 and
results from field quality-control samples. Table S6-13
shows organic compounds detected in sediments.

G. SiteWide Monitoring I ssues
1. Radioactivity in Surface Water

In storm runoff samples, gross alpha activity results
were elevated above the New Mexico state stream
standard for livestock watering. The gross alpha val-
ues are likely caused by high sediment concentrations
in the runoff, rather than by L aboratory operations.
None of the individual radioactive isotopes were
found above the 100-mrem DOE DCGs for public
dose in storm runoff samples. However, some pluto-
nium-239,-240 results greater than the DCG were
found in Pueblo Canyon storm runoff samples col-
lected on different dates in 2002 by the RRES-R and
by the New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED) (NMED 20034). There is aminimal opportu-
nity for exposure to the runoff, however, asflow is
short-lived and not used as a drinking water source.

The DCGs are derived with continuous exposure to
water for the period of 1 year assumed (DOE 2003).
In order to compare sample results with the DCGs, we
calculated the time-weighted average annual radioac-
tivity in runoff, using Pueblo Canyon as a probable
worst-case watershed. To maximize data coverage, we
used al available results from LANL and NMED for
five radionuclides. We did not include uranium in the
calculation because uranium in Pueblo Canyon
sediments is predominantly natural in origin and
contains less than 1% of Laboratory-derived uranium
(Gallaher and Efurd 2002).
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Table S6-14 in the Data Supplement summarizes
the calculated annual average concentrations of the
individual radionuclides in upper and lower Pueblo
Canyon and compares them against the 100-mrem
DCGs. This calculation is new to this report series
and so the results for both 2001 and 2002 are summa-
rized to give a better overall picture. Annualized
plutonium-239,-240 activities in Pueblo Canyon were
approximately 5% of the public dose DCG, and the
sum of the measured radioactive constituents was
approximately 6% of the DCG. Even though indi-
vidual storm runoff samplesin Pueblo Canyon may be
greater than the DCG, surface water quality averaged
throughout the entire year reaches only a few percent
of the DCG.

2. GrossAlphaand Selenium Levelsin Storm
Runoff

Monitoring results of storm runoff after the Cerro
Grande fire have shown widespread gross alpha
activities and total recoverable selenium concentra-
tions greater than the New Mexico surface water
stream standards of 15 pCi/L and 5 ug/L, respectively
(NMWQCC 2002a). In response to these findings, the
NMED designated several LosAlamos area drainages
as water-quality impaired and added them to the
federal Clean Water Act § 303(d) List (NMED 2003b).
The affected drainages are Guaje Canyon (selenium,
gross apha), Rendija Canyon (selenium), Pueblo
Canyon (selenium, gross alpha), Los Alamos Canyon
(selenium, gross alpha), Mortandad Canyon (gross
alpha), Pajarito Canyon (selenium, gross alpha), and
Water Canyon (selenium, gross a pha).

Figure 6-22 shows the trends in gross alpha,
selenium, and total suspended solid concentrationsin
storm runoff samples collected in the 3 years since the
Cerro Grande fire. In 2002, gross alpha activities were
approximately the same as in 2001, remaining several
orders of magnitude greater than the stream standard.
The largest gross alpha activities were registered in
Guaje, Rendija, and Pueblo canyons during large
runoff events. The gross alpha activities generally
correspond to the total suspended solids concentra-
tions. The dataindicate that LANL did not produce
the elevated alpha activities but that these levels come
predominantly from enhanced natural sediment loads
caused by increased erosion after the fire.

The selenium concentrations progressively de-
clined over the 3-year period. The downward trend in
selenium concentrationsis possibly related to a
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Figure 6-22. Time trendsin total suspended solids, gross alpha (alpha) activity, and total recoverable
selenium (detections only) in storm runoff on the Pgjarito Plateau, 2000—2002. Data include results
from background sites and stations below Laboratory operations.
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general flushing of Cerro Grande ash from the land-
scape. If the trend continues in upcoming years, the
concentrations found likely will meet the stream
standard for selenium.

To examine further whether elevated concentra-
tions are from Laboratory operations or natural
sources, we assessed how levels of these constituents
vary with location. In Figures 6-23 and 6-24, we
compare gross alpha activities and selenium concen-
trations in background storm runoff samples collected
upstream or north of LANL against those collected
onsite or downstream of the Laboratory. Both con-
stituents are normalized by comparing them to an
independent measure (either total suspended solids or
iron) to adjust for the suspended sediment load. The
plots show no appreciable differencesin gross apha
activities or selenium concentrations between back-
ground samples and on-site samples, and they indicate
that the elevated concentrations are largely caused by
factors other than Laboratory operations. While the
Laboratory has released alpha emitters into some can-
yons, particularly Pueblo Canyon, the effect is small
compared to the total gross alpha activities measured
at on-site or background stations.

3. Perchloratein Surface Water

Across the country, perchlorate isincreasingly
recognized as one of the most significant pollutantsin
waters because of its environmental persistence and
toxicity. In 2002, we continued to monitor for perchlor-
atein all water samples. We used the conventional EPA
method 314.0 to analyze 25 base-flow and 37 storm
runoff samples for perchlorate (Table S6-7). At a
minimum detection limit of 4 ug/L, perchlorate was not
detected in any of these samples. While the Laboratory
released significant quantities of perchlorate in past
effluent discharges, the 2002 surface water data
indicate that perchlorate has not remained in the
surface environment.

A new and more sensitive analytic method is being
tested and may be reported on in next year’'s Environ-
mental Surveillance Report.

4. Polychlorinated Biphenylsin Surface Water
and Sediments

The state Human Health Standard for total PCBsis
0.0017 pg/L and applies to waters designated as
existing fisheries or having attainable fishery use. The
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Figure 6-23. Comparison of gross apha (alpha) activities in storm runoff at sites located upstream
or north of (background) and near or downstream from (on-site) L aboratory operations.
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Figure 6-24. Comparison of selenium concentrations in storm runoff at sites |ocated upstream or
north of (background) and near or downstream from (on-site) L aboratory operations.

standards have two subclasses, (1) cancer-causing and
(2) persistent. The PCB standard is identified as both
persistent and cancer causing. The state applies the
Persistent Human Health Standards to all tributaries of
waters with a designated, existing, or attainable fishery
use and to al the drainages that flow to the Rio Grande
from the Laboratory. The human health standard is
intended to protect fish consumption use. The rationale
for applying it to tributaries such as the LANL canyons
where no fish exist isto prevent migration into fisheries.
The state has also promulgated Wildlife Habitat
Standards. The Wildlife Habitat Standard for PCBsis
0.014 pg/L, which applies when a discharge creates any
water that could be used by wildlife, including short-
term stream flow.

The standards specify that Clean Water Act (CWA),
40 CFR Part 36, analytical methods be used to deter-
mine water quality. The CWA analytical method for
PCBs has atypical detection limit of 0.1 ug/L. This
detection limit is above both the Human Health Stan-
dard and the Wildlife Standard. EPA Method 1668,
often called the Congener Method, was developed for
low-level PCB measurements. Though not approved by
the NMWQCC and not included by EPA in 40 CFR 136,

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002

the Congener Method can measure PCBs at levels
comparable to the New Mexico surface water quality
standards.

The Laboratory is cooperating with the NMED
Surface Water Quality and Oversight Bureaus,

Los Alamos County, San |ldefonso Pueblo, and the
Department of Energy in a study that uses the Conge-
ner Method to develop an understanding of regional
PCB concentrations. An early finding of this study
showed that regional background soils, upstream of
the Laboratory, along the Rio Chama and the

Rio Grande, in 2001 had a mean concentration of
0.05 pg/kg (Gonzales and Fresquez 2003).

PCBs have been detected in sedimentsin al the
major canyons that flow across Laboratory lands, with
the exception of Ancho Canyon and Cafiada del Buey
(Figure 6-8). Numerous potential release sites (PRSs)
across the Laboratory are contaminated with PCBs.
The concentrations are generally less than 10 mg/kg.
Minimal erosion from these sites can be detected in
downstream sediments at ug/kg concentrations.

Two sediment samples had concentrations of PCBs
that are just below the EPA Region 6 residential soil-
screening level. We collected both samplesin Sandia
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Canyon. The samples contained the PCB mixture
Aroclor-1260 at 213 pg/kg and 205 pg/kg. The EPA
residential soil-screening level for Aroclor-1260 is
2200g/kg. For comparison, the NMED Hazardous
Waste Bureau has established a default soil cleanup
level of 1 mg/kg or 1,000 pg/kg (NMED 2000).

Storm runoff samples collected in Sandia Canyon
on July 4 and July 14, 2002, also contained PCB
mixtures. Aroclor-1260 and Aroclor-1254 were
measured at 0.11 pg/L and 0.08 pg/L, respectively.

The source of the PCBs measured in runoff is most
likely PCB contamination present in the sedimentsin
the wetland.

5. Mercury in Storm Runoff and Sediments

All water bodies contain some mercury from natural
sources (including volcanoes and rock weathering) and
from human activities (such as burning fossil fuels and
industrial waste discharge) (USGS 1997). For example,
near Los Alamos we detect mercury in about half of
the sediment sampl es collected at background sites
west and north of the Laboratory. During the previous
few years, we detected mercury in all five sasmples
collected from Guaje Reservair, located on the flanks
of the Jemez Mountainsin the Santa Fe National
Forest and far from LANL operations.

Mercury is of concern because of its toxicity,
persistence, and ability to accumulate in the tissue of
people and fish (ATSDR 2003). Mercury also threatens
the health of fish-eating wildlife, such as raccoons. The
New Mexico departments of health and environment
issued a mercury health advisory regarding consump-
tion of fish caught in Cochiti Reservoir.

The NMED has been concerned because a review of
recent storm runoff dataled to the conclusion that there
has been an increase in mercury detections near
LosAlamos that exceed the NMWQCC Wildlife
Habitat Standard of 0.77 pg/L (NMED 2003a). Our
water analyses do not directly bear this out. In the last
2 years, we have performed more than 500 analyses of
surface waters in the region; only 2 results of the
500 samples showed mercury levels greater than the
wildlife standard.

In 2002, we analyzed 88 storm runoff samples for
mercury and detected it in 19 samples (20%); one of
these detections was from a background station, Guagje
Canyon above Rendija Canyon. None of the detections
were greater than the acute aquatic life standard. Near
Area G, more than half (6 of 11) of the runoff samples
contained detectable levels of mercury.
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Because local runoff events are short in duration,
thereis minimal exposure to wildlife from storm
runoff. Our analyses show that virtually all of the
mercury measured in the water samplesisin theform
of particulates. Since 2000, mercury was detected in
only 1 of 250 surface water samples that were filtered
to remove sediment. Particulate mercury may be
carried into the Rio Grande by runoff and then
biologically transformed to enter the water column
and the food chain.

Available data suggest that mercury may be more
abundant in the northernmost watersheds from
Pajarito Canyon to Guaje Canyon and around Area G
and Area AB (Figure 6-13). Since 2000, 6 of the 20
largest mercury sediment concentrations were from
Pueblo Canyon and, in total, nearly one-half (9 of 20)
of the largest concentrations were found in the Los
Alamos Canyon watershed, followed by Mortandad
Canyon (four results), Sandia Canyon (two results),
and Pgjarito Canyon (two results). The higher mercury
concentrations in these areas may reflect mercury
added by urban or Laboratory sources beyond the
background sources.

Regardless of the sources of the mercury in
L os[JAlamos area watersheds, a major question arises
of how the contamination in these drainages will
ultimately affect the Rio Grande. We compiled recent
sediment-sampling results for the Rio Grande drainage
system and looked for differences between stations
located above and below the Laboratory. Since the
Cerro Grande fire, the Laboratory and the US Geo-
logical Survey have measured mercury concentrations
in more than 60 sediment samples from the Rio
Grande drainage system. We collected approximately
half of these samples downstream from the Labora-
tory. Figure 6-25 compares median mercury concen-
trations measured in samples collected along the
Rio Chamaand Rio Grande for 2000 to 2002. We
expected the Rio Grande downstream from the
Laboratory would be affected the most during this
time period because it would emphasize post-Cerro
Grande fire changes. The figure presents the resultsin
an upstream-to-downstream order and includes data
from both river- and reservoir-monitoring stations.

Figure 6-25 shows that median mercury concentra-
tionsin Rio Grande sediments collected below the
Laboratory are comparable to those collected up-
stream of LANL. Overall, mercury levels are higher in
reservoir sediments than channel sediments because of
differencesin grain size and chemical composition
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Figure 6-25. Median mercury concentrations in sediments collected along the Rio Chama (RC) and
Rio Grande (RG), 2000 through 2002. The stations are ordered in a north-to-south direction (left to
right on graph). The RG Frijoles station includes all data from the Rio Grande collected between

Otowi Bridge and Cochiti Reservaoir.

between the sediments. Statistically, mercury concentra-
tionsin Cochiti Reservoir bottom sediments are indis-
tinguishable from those in Heron, El Vado, and Abiquiu
reservoirs (Kruskall Wallis Median Test and Mann
Whitney U Test, a = 0.05). Similarly, Rio Grande bed
sediments collected below the Laboratory contain mer-
cury levelsthat are statistically indistinguishable from
the mercury levels found in samples collected above the
Laboratory. Supporting the finding of minimal LANL
mercury impacts in the Rio Grande is a study by
Fresguez et al. (1999) that found higher mercury levels
in fish upstream of LANL than downstream.

In summary, storm runoff in the Los Alamos area
occasionally contains detectable mercury, which is at
levels below the acute aquatic life stream standard. The
higher concentrations have been seen below Laboratory
operations as well as in watercourses draining undevel-
oped National Forest lands that are not affected by
Laboratory operations. Because mercury concentrations
measured at on-site storm runoff stations are not largely
different than those measured at background stations, it
isdifficult to gauge to what degree Laboratory opera-
tions have changed or increased mercury levels. Sedi-
ment-monitoring results suggest that higher concentra-
tions of mercury may be present in the northernmost
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drainages, particularly in Pueblo Canyon. The
source(s) of the higher concentrations, however, re-
mains uncertain because of appreciable mercury con-
centrations measured at stations not affected by Labo-
ratory operations. Extensive sampling of sedimentsin
the Rio Grande drainage system after the Cerro Grande
fire shows that mercury levels are statistically the same
below the Laboratory as they are above. While storm
runoff from the Los Alamos area has entered the

Rio Grande, we find no identifiable increase in mer-
cury concentrations in Rio Grande channel or reservoir
sediments downstream from the Laboratory.

6. Metalsin Surface Waters

All 2002 base-flow samples met applicable stan-
dards and screening levels. Overall, the total metal
concentrations in storm runoff were markedly less than
measured in the previous years because of |esser-
magnitude stream flows. In storm runoff, three metals
were found at levels greater than New Mexico live-
stock watering standards: dissolved aluminum (greater
than the standard in 7% of samples), dissolved |ead
(3%), and dissolved vanadium (3%). A high percentage
of the results were below these standards, and the
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average water quality easily met the standards. The
bulk, if not all, of these higher concentrations appear to
be caused by naturally occurring metal concentrations.

After the 2000 Cerro Grande fire, elevated concen-
trations of many naturally occurring metals have been
found in storm runoff. How much of the metals come
from Laboratory sources rather than from natural
sourcesis difficult to determine. In this report, we
employ an exploratory approach to identify possible
LANL effectsin sediment-laden storm runoff samples.
The technique accounts for metal contributions from
the suspended sediment and allows us to distinguish
LANL effects with some statistical confidence. In
waters upstream or north of LANL (that is, background
locations), we found significant correlations between
many metals and other independent water quality
measurements that serve as measures of the amount of
sediment in the sample, such astotal suspended solids
or concentrations of aluminum or iron. Table S6-15in
the Data Supplement presents equations used to
describe how the background levels of the metals and
selected radionuclides in runoff vary with suspended
sediment load or other measurements. We used
estimated prediction limits from linear regression to
identify analytical results that are above the range
measured in the background waters. The background
sites include stations immediately upstream from the
Laboratory along State Road (SR) 501 and a station
north of LANL operations (Guaje above Rendija
station). We applied the approach to most of the metals
for which we routinely analyze. Some metals (mercury,
molybdenum, silver, and thallium) have not been
detected frequently enough for this type of analysis.

Our analysis shows significant naturally occurring
concentrations of arsenic, beryllium, cobalt, lead,
nickel, and vanadium in storm runoff samples. In
contrast, above-background concentrations of barium,
chromium, copper, and zinc are indicated. We flagged
values greater than the 95% upper prediction limit
computed for background as possibly originating from
LANL operations. To illustrate, Figure 6-26 highlights
the above-background (outlier) values identified using
regression analyses for barium and chromium. The
metal s are plotted against the suspended sediment
proxy, aluminum in both of these examples, and the
lines describing the 95% upper prediction limits for
background concentrations are shown. The graphs
show how the above-background values plot in distinct
separation from the other values.
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Figures 6-2 through 6-15 show the general locations
where two or more samples within a canyon contained
above-background metal concentrations. Table S6-16 in
the Data Supplement lists above-background storm
runoff analytical results for metals and selected radio-
nuclides. The table indicates the largest departures from
background levels for chromium to be in Sandia Can-
yon (elevated by up to 8 times) and for barium (2 times)
to be in Water Canyon and Carfion de Valle. Laboratory
HE processing is most likely responsible for these
above-background barium values. (See the following
watershed-specific discussions.) At some locations,
multiple potential sources may account for the elevated
metal levels, including urban runoff and residual ash
from the Cerro Grandefire.

None of the above-background total metal concen-
trations are a health concern. Regulatory limits for these
metals apply to dissolved concentrations, and the storm
runoff samples readily meet these dissolved-concentra-
tion limits.

7. Post-Fire Changesin the Rio Grande

After the Cerro Grande fire, increased flowsin
watercourses have accel erated the downstream move-
ment of stream sediments and contaminants into the
Rio Grande. During the largest runoff events of each of
the past 3 years, flows extended across the Pgjarito
Plateau to the Rio Grande. Several risk analyses of the
early sampling results concluded that health risks
associated with use of Rio Grande water did not
significantly increase when compared with prefire
conditions (RAC 2002, IFRAT 2002, Kraig et a. 2002).

Past studies have identified cesium-137 and pluto-
nium-239,-240 to be among the contaminants most
likely to reflect post-fire effects. Ash and storm runoff
samples taken in 2000 after the fire and upstream of the
Laboratory found cesium-137 levels to be more than 10
times higher than normal (Johansen et al. 2001;
Katzman et a. 2001; Gallaher et a. 2002). Several
studies (Bitner et al. 2001) have shown that fires
concentrate fallout-derived cesium-137 from vegetation
into the soil where it is available for redistribution by
runoff. In addition, large runoff eventsin Pueblo
Canyon in 2001 and 2002 have accelerated the transport
of Laboratory-derived plutonium-239,-240 into lower
Los Alamos Canyon and the Rio Grande (ESP 2002;
NMED 2003c).

Our preliminary review of the sampling results indi-
cates small but measurable increasesin cesium-137 and
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Figure 6-26. Above-background barium and chromium concentrations in storm-runoff samples
identified through regression analyses. The outlier values are larger than the upper 95% prediction
limit (line) for background samples, 2001 through 2002.
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plutonium-239,-240 activitiesin Cochiti Reservoir
bottom sediments, but no apparent changes in dissolved
metal concentrations in the Rio Grande or reservair.
Cesium-137 levelsin Cochiti Reservoir bottom sedi-
ments increased quickly after the fire by three-to-five
times in September 2000; but since then, the cesium-
137 levels have decreased to near prefire levels at most
sampling locations (Figure 6-27). The median post-fire
cesium-137 activity in Cochiti Reservoir sedimentsis
approximately 10% of the health-based residential soil
SAL of 5.3 pCi/g. The downward trend in cesium-137
activities since September 2000 indicates that the in-
crease probably was associated with the initial flush of
fallout-derived ash into the Rio Grande.

Plutonium-239,-240 activities in Cochiti Reservoir
bottom sediments showed increases after the Cerro
Grande fire in the upper and middle sections of the
reservoir (Figure 6-28), yet remained far below the
health-based residential SAL. At the upper station,
activities continually increased throughout the 3-year
period 2000-2002 to approximately 6 times above
prefire levels. At the middle station, plutonium-239,
-240 activities reached a historical high in 2002,
increasing to approximately 18 times above prefire
levels. A dlight increase was found in the lower station
near Cochiti Dam. The median postfire plutonium-239,
-240 activity in Cochiti Reservoir sediment is approxi-
mately 0.1% of the SAL of 44 pCi/g.

Dissolved metal concentrationsin 17 Rio Grande
samples collected below the Laboratory since 2000
were lower than levels prescribed in EPA primary
drinking water standards. Dissolved metal concentra-
tions measured in post-fire samples were generally
comparable to or lower than prefire values.

H. Watershed Monitoring | ssues

1. Guaje Canyon (Includes Rendija and
Barrancas Canyons)

Guaje Canyon isamajor tributary in the Los Alamos
Canyon watershed that heads in the Sierrade los Valles
and lies north of Laboratory land. The canyon has not
received any effluents from LANL activities. We found
mercury at levels greater than the New Mexico Wildlife
Habitat Standard in a storm runoff sample from the
background station, Guaje Canyon above Rendija
Canyon. Thisresult, along with the repeated detection
of mercury in Guaje Reservoir sediments, shows the
presence of the metal in the watershed north of LANL
outside of any current or past operations.
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2. LosAlamos Canyon (I ncludes Bayo, Acid,
Pueblo, and DP Canyons)

LosAlamos Canyon has a large drainage that heads
in the Sierrade Los Valles. The Laboratory has used
the land in the Los Alamos Canyon watershed continu-
ously since the mid-1940s, with operations conducted
at sometimein all of the subdrainages. Each of the
canyons draining the watershed also receives urban
runoff from the Los Alamos town site.

In sediments of both Los Alamos and Pueblo
canyons, above-background levels of plutonium and
cesium-137 extend for tens of kilometers from the
sources in Acid and DP canyons (Figures 6-3 through
6-5). The contamination extends off site across San
I1defonso lands and reaches the Rio Grande near the
Otowi Bridge. Plutonium-239,-240 contamination
from the Acid Canyon discharge has been traced in
stream sediments more than 55 km from the effluent
source into lower Cochiti Reservoir (Gallaher and
Efurd 2002).

Plutonium-238 and plutonium-239,-240 activities
have remained relatively constant since the fire, and
2002 analyses show comparable levels (Figure 6-29).
After the Cerro Grande fire, cesium-137 in Pueblo
Canyon sediments increased by as much as 10 times,
following more than a decade of gradual decline; and
we saw elevated levels again in 2002. The increase
appears to partly reflect mobilization of fallout
cesium-137 in ash from burned vegetation. In 2001,
anomalously high amercium-241 activity was mea-
sured in Pueblo Canyon sediments above Acid
Canyon, but our 2002 analysis found alevel consistent
with earlier results. Overall, we found radioactivity
levelsin lower Los Alamos Canyon to be similar to
prefire levels. Throughout the watershed, contamina-
tion levels remained below SALSs.

In the 2001 report, we showed that large-magnitude
floods in Pueblo Canyon significantly accelerated the
downstream movement of plutonium. Although there
were fewer floods in Pueblo Canyon in 2002, alarge
runoff event on the evening of June 21 produced the
highest flow for the year, with a peak runoff of
582 cfs, and eroded more sediment. The Laboratory
did not analyze samples collected from this event for
radioactivity. However, analysis of the runoff by
NMED indicated that the runoff event transported
more than 18 mCi of plutonium into lower Los Alamos
Canyon (NMED 2003c). Despite the recent enhanced
movement of radioactivity from Pueblo Canyon, the
effect on radioactivity at downstream sites has been
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Figure 6-27. Cesium-137 trends (top) and median concentrations (bottom) in reservoir bottom sediments
before and after the May 2000 Cerro Grande fire.
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Figure 6-28. Plutonium-239,-240 activity trendsin Cochiti Reservoir sediments before and after the May

2000 Cerro Grandefire.

dlight. Thisindicates that possibly (1) sediments
carried by runoff were diluted by the large volume of
sediments contained in the flood or (2) the large runoff
events carried much of the extra sediment load directly
into the Rio Grande where it mixed with alarger
volume of sediments.

Upward trends in mercury concentrationsin Pueblo
Canyon sediments are suggested in a limited data set,
possibly triggered by post-Cerro Grande conditions.
Figure 6-30 shows that the most recent mercury
concentrations in two of the sampling stationsin the
canyon have increased two-to-four times above prefire
levels. No trends are evident in the adjacent Los
Alamos Canyon sediments. Because the apparent
upward trend in Pueblo Canyon is based on only afew
samples, additional mercury datawill be needed to
confirm the pattern.

3. Sandia Canyon

Sandia Canyon heads on the plateau within the
Laboratory’s TA-3 area and has a total drainage area of
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about 5.5 mi2. Thisrelatively small drainage extends

eastward across the central part of the Laboratory and
crosses San |ldefonso Pueblo land before joining the

Rio Grande.

Several stormsin 2002 caused runoff to flow into
the normally dry lower reaches of Sandia Canyon.
Analysis of the runoff shows PCBs and above-back-
ground levels of chromium, copper, mercury, silver,
and zinc. Analysis of the stream sediments shows el-
evated levels of the same constituents (except for cop-
per) and PAHs. The highest concentrations in the sedi-
ments were found above the wetlands in the upper
portion of the watershed, but elevated levels were also
found in runoff samples collected in the lower reaches
near the Laboratory boundary. PCBs (runoff and sedi-
ment) and PAHs (sediment) concentrations approached
health-based screening levels. Sandia Canyon drains
some of the most densely developed portions of the
Laboratory. As such, there are multiple potential
sources for these constituents.

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 6-29. Long-term radioactivity trends in Los Alamos and Pueblo canyon sediments.
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6. Watershed Monitoring

0.25

o
[}

o
=
(¢}

E :‘, — —e— - Pueblo 1

/ ‘.’ ---e--- Acid abv

Mercury (mg/kg)

v v Pueblo or
/ . Acid Weir
/ ! —&— Pueblo 2

—-B—- Pueblo 3

0.05 /

0 T T T T T

1990
Year

Figure 6-30. Mercury concentration trends in Pueblo Canyon’s channel sediments.
Former sediment station Acid Weir was renamed Acid above Pueblo in 2002.

4. Mortandad Canyon (Includes Ten Site Canyon
and Cafiada del Buey)

Mortandad Canyon heads on the Pgjarito Plateau
near the main Laboratory complex at TA-3. The canyon
crosses San Ildefonso Pueblo land before joining the
Rio Grande.

Despite the history of extensive releases into the
watershed, radioactivity in sedimentsisonly slightly
elevated above background levels at the Laboratory’s
eastern boundary, downstream of the effluent dis-
charges. Americium-241, cesium-137, and pluto-
nium-239,-240 activities in sediments at the boundary
are orders of magnitude lower than at upstream stations
closer to the RLWTF discharge (Figures 6-2 through
6-5). The absence of stream flow near the Laboratory
boundary is the main reason for the drop-off in sedi-
ment radioactivity downstream. Using mass spectrom-
etry analyses, Gallaher and others (Gallaher et al. 1997)
concluded that L aboratory-derived plutonium at levels
near fallout values might extend 3.2 km (2 mi) beyond
the Laboratory boundary.

The PAH benzo(a)pyrene was detected in the middle
reach of Mortandad Canyon slightly in excess of the
EPA residential soil-screening level (Figure 6-9). As
discussed previously, the PAHs are possibly associated
with highway runoff or the Cerro Grande fire.

184

Several phthal ate organic compounds were reported
in sediment samples collected below Areal, Area G,
and in Caflada del Buey near SR-4. These phthalate
values are afew percent of the EPA residential soil-
screening levels. The phthalate detections may be false
positives. Phthalates are commonly detected in envi-
ronmental samples, usually because of analytical labo-
ratory contamination associated with plastic containers
and equipment. Above-background cadmium values
were also detected in sediments from these same sta-
tions, at levels up to 1.6 times background.

a. Long-Term Trends. Figure 6-31 shows
activities of plutonium-238, plutonium-239,-240, and
cesium-137 at five stations in Mortandad Canyon. All
of the stations are located below the RLWTF dis-
charge. The stations MCO-8.5 and -9.5 and the LANL
boundary are located below the sediment traps. For the
plots discussed in this section, we describe only
detections of a particular radionuclide in sediments;
samples without such detections are not included.

Radioactivity levelsin sediments just below the
RLWTF have not changed appreciably in the past
decade, but recent monitoring results show that the
levels near the Laboratory boundary are higher than
previously recognized. The plots show that plutonium
and cesium activities at MCO-8.5 and -9.5 increased

Environmental Surveillance at Los Alamos during 2002
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Figure 6-31. Long-term radioactivity trends in Mortandad Canyon sediments.
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significantly in 2001; relocating the sampling stations
to the active channel caused thisincrease. Data from
the relocated stations indicate contamination is

10 times higher at sites closer to the boundary than
previous recorded, but (except for cesium-137) remain
below SALs.

Cesium-137 activities below the RLWTF discharge
point have been greater than the SAL. At the Labora-
tory boundary in 2002, cesium-137 activities were less
than 10% of the SAL.

5. Pajarito Canyon (Includes Twomile and
Threemile Canyons)

Pajarito Canyon heads on the flanks of the Sierra de
los Valles on US Forest Service lands. The canyon
crosses the south-central part of the Laboratory before
entering Los Alamos County lands in White Rock.

We found americium-241, plutonium-238, and
plutonium-239,-240 at activities greater than back-
ground in anumber of sediment samples collected in
the vicinity and downstream of Area G. Both pluto-
nium isotopes were about 10 times background at the
G-6 retention pond. These results are generally consis-
tent with past values. Mercury was detected often in
sediment and storm runoff samples from the small
tributary channels that drain the southern perimeter of
Area G, though levels were below standards.

A sediment sample from Pajarito Canyon above
SR-4 contain